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ABSTRACT

As a relatively new but increasing issue, crossucal relationships are an area in need
of further study. Most previous research in thisaghas been focused on issues among cross-
cultural couples due to cultural differences; othessible factors, such as personality
characteristics, are limited. Moreover, only liedtresearch studies were conducted with Asian
with non-Asian couples.

The purpose of this study was to compare maritafaation, acculturation, and
personality characteristics across Asian-mixed Esuiand Asian couples in the United States
through research questions of (a) the relationaimpng levels of acculturation, personality, and
levels of marital satisfaction of Asians in Asiasuples and Asian-mixed couples, (b) levels of
acculturation based on their gender and marriggesty(c) levels of marital satisfaction based on
their gender and marriage types, and (d) persgrdiaracteristics based on marriage types.

The sample included 22 Asian males and 27 Asiamliesrhaving an Asian partner, 4
Asian males and 23 Asian females having a non-Agamer, and 14 non-Asian males and 2
non-Asian females having an Asian partner.

A quantitative study using an explanatory non-expental design and a correlational
design was conducted. Regressions, ANCOVA, ANO&i#J MANOVA analyses were
conducted with collected date using the Suinn-LeshaA Self-ldentity Acculturation Scale, the
Big Five Inventory, the Revised Dyadic Adjustmenalf®, and Demographic Questionnaire.

The findings in this study include (a) no relatibipsamong the acculturation level,
personality, and the marital satisfaction leveRsfans in Asian couples and Asian-mixed

couples, (b) significantly higher levels of accudttion in Asians in Asian-mixed couples, (c) no



differences in levels of marital satisfaction amamdjviduals in Asian couples and Asian- mixed
couples, (d) significantly higher levels of opemsieonscientiousness, and extraversion in
individuals in Asian-mixed couples.

Implications from this study for counselor educafqractitioners, and future counselors
include (a) being aware of several personality ati@ristics of Asian-mixed couples that
possibly work as strengths and protective factotheir marriage, (b) opening and exploring
issues based on wider and holistic views rather tbeusing solely on cultural differences, (c)

avoiding stereotypes and pre-assumptions, andn@gratanding basic Asian values.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Globalization allows people more opportunities &wér contact with other cultures and to
build intimate, cross-cultural relationships, pgrhiaesulting in an open and accepting view of
cross-cultural relationships in society (Jacobsadeaton, 2008). Along with this movement,
the U. S. Census Bureau (2 012a) reported thatdfQ¥arried couples in 2010 were cross-
cultural couples, compared to less than 2% in Mén factoring in all racial combinations.
This demographic increase in the number of cro#ishal couples attracted the attention of
society as a whole and the counseling professigaiticular (Henriksen, Watts, & Bustamante,
2007).

Before exploring variables related to cross-cultacaples, clarification of the term
cross-cultural coupleés necessary. A cross-cultural couple refers¢ouple with each partner
coming from a different culture (Gudykunst, 199Qulture is generally defined as shared
beliefs, values, and behaviors that foster a sehskared identity and community among
members of a group (Gudykunst, 1994; Samovar &dP01095; Triandis, 1994) and includes
ethnicity, race, religion, and education. Basedhenbroader meaning of culture, every couple
can be cross-cultural if there are differencesandgr, spiritual background, or social status
(Falicov, 1995). However, the teraross-cultural coupleis widely used to emphasize ethnic or
racial differences (Kim, 2008). The terompss-cultural coupless used interchangeable with
interracial or intercultural couples in this study.

Concerns and issues related to couple relationsingsnportant within the counseling
profession. Most married couples would probabikeagnd understand that all marriages have

relationship issues (Tallman & Hsiao, 2004). Etlemugh some couples share the same



language and ethnicity, conflicts often arise duditferent personalities, beliefs, or behavioral
patterns. Cross-cultural couples are from differanial/ethical groups, often creating additional
conflicts due to language barriers or differendlitianal and cultural backgrounds (Falicov,
1995; Fu & Heaton, 2000). According to Hsu (200ihtercultural couples have a greater
likelihood of encountering problems because thdg baen more diverse values, beliefs,
attitudes, and habits than couples who are of amailltures” (p.225). Fu, Tora, and Kendall
(2001) found that cross-cultural marriages mayterbagher levels of stress and conflict, and the
couples may have less satisfying marital relatigpgssbompared to same culture marriages.
Although empirical research on cross-cultural ceapkemains limited, most researchers
suggest that cultural differences contribute toitabdistress and should be addressed in
counseling (Bhugra & DeSilva, 2000; Hsu, 2001; Wiadah & Rubalcava, 2005). Bustamante,
Nelson, Henriksen, and Monakes (2011) reporteddady research on the sources of stress for
cross-cultural couples focused on profound diffeesnin cultural values and worldviews,
negative societal and family reactions, difficudtend differences in values, beliefs, and customs
between two partners, distinct communications styieligious and ethnic beliefs, and
unbalanced views of cultural differences. For egl@nBhugra and De Silva (2000)
characterized cross-cultural couples as havingasightional sources of difficulty, which are
macrocultural and microcultural difficulties. Macultural difficulties are from negative
societal or family attitudes. Microcultural diftitties are from individual differences in habits,
beliefs, values, and customs. Also, Bustamanat €2011) found childrearing practices, time
orientation, gender role expectations, and extgredsures from extended family members as
the primary stressorsAdditionally, if each partner speaks a differemdaage, more severe

issues may become evident. According to WaldmanRarbalcava (2005), the communication



and understanding of emotions is a vital compooéatfunctional marriage in any context, but
the possibility for misunderstanding is signifidgnhcreased for cross-cultural couples.

Although many researchers focused on several edfelated difficulties and stressors
(Bhugra & De Silva, 2000; Bustamante et al., 20A,; Tora, & Kendall, 2001; Hsu, 2001;
Sullivan & Cottone, 2006; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2)@&hers concentrated on strengths and
unique coping strategies in many cross-culturaptesiwith healthy and satisfying marriages,
despite all the difficulties. Heller and Wood (B)@sserted that being a cross-cultural couple
might increase mutual understanding and intimaegahse each partner could be open to
discuss differences rather than assuming or progestmilarity and agreement about some
issues. Similarly, Biever, Bobele, and North (1988plained cross-cultural couples have deeper
involvement between partners, a greater degreerofigtment, and more awareness and
acceptance of differences through the processgutraing cultural differences and managing
negative perceptions from the society and familyaddition to strengths, researchers insisted
that maintaining a balanced view of cultural diffieces is an important strategy of healthy cross-
cultural couples (Bustamante et al., 2011; Falid®85). Using recent qualitative research,
Bustamante et al. (2011) identified six copingtstgees employed by cross-cultural couples:
gender role flexibility, humor about differencesltaral deference or a tendency to defer to the
culture-related preferences of a partner, recagmitif similarities, cultural reframing, and a
general appreciation for one another’s culture.

Focusing on coping mechanisms in studies of cralisral couples is especially
important. According to Bustamante et al. (20@&nerally one partner tends to defer more to
the other person’s culture among cross-culturaptas) which may result in offsetting cultural

differences in their relationships. For example partner usually deferred to the other



partner’s language, spent more time with the gplaetner’s family or friends, and shared the
other partner’s cultural preferences. Similarlgti@an, Driver, and Tabares (2002) defined this
pattern of cultural deference as allowing one’sngarto have influence over another. In
addition Gottman et al. (2002) indicated that thikufe of husbands to accept or to defer to their
partner was one predictor of divorce among crodsi@l couples. However, Gottman et al.
likely did not examine Asian-mixed couples, so fattesearch needs to examine the impact of
cultural deference in Asian-mixed couples.

Statement of the Problem

Relationships between couples have always beencenoin individual and family
counseling, particularly in a society with a highatce rate; the marriage rate was .68% and the
divorce rate was .36% in 2011 although divorce dagee excluded from six states (Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, 2013). As twoviddials merge their lives into one, various
challenges and difficulties occur due to differencepersonality, beliefs, and communication
styles. Cross-cultural couples usually have aaldii difficulties in honoring one’s own cultural
beliefs, values, and customs, as well as adapitiget culture of a partner. Despite an increase
in the number of cross-cultural couples, minimapetoal research is published concerning
cross-cultural couple relationships (Bustamantd.e011; Sullivan & Cottone, 2006).

Cultural differences may be primary contributorsrarital distress or dissatisfaction
among cross-cultural couples, but few quantitatesearch studies examined how cultural
differences affect marital satisfaction, especialtyong Asians who have a cross-cultural marital
relationship. As one of the increasing ethnic gin the United States, about 14.7 million

people (4.7%) identified their ethnicity as Asiah$%. Census Bureau, 2011a).



Additionally, only limited research dealt with thelationship between personality
characteristics and matrital satisfaction in crag$dacal couples, although researchers found a
relationship between certain personality charasties and marital satisfaction among general
couples (Luo et al., 2008; O’Rourke, Claxton, Ch®emith, & Hadjistavropoulos, 2011).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compare maritadfaation, cultural differences, and
personality characteristics across Asian-mixed Esuand Asian couples in the United States.
The researcher examined how the level of acculamrand personality characteristics affected
the level of marital satisfaction among Asian pptnts based on marriage types in either cross-
or intra-cultural relationships; if the level ofcdturation for Asian participants was different
based on their gender and spouses’ ethnicity; fathe ievel of marital satisfaction was different
among individuals based on their gender and maitigges. Finally, the researcher studied if
there were any particular personality charactessti individuals who have cross-cultural
relationships compared with those who have intilaical relationships.

Resear ch Questions

The following research questions were addresséukistudy:

1. To what extent is there a relationship amonglkewef acculturation, as measured by
the Suinn-Lew Asian Self-ldentity Acculturation $céSL-ASIA), personality characteristics, as
measured by the Big Five Inventory (BFI), and leval marital satisfaction, as measured by the
Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS) of Asianéaian couples and Asian-mixed
couples?

2. To what extent is there a difference in levélaazulturation, as measured by the SL-

ASIA, of Asians based on the gender and spouse® sa different ethnicity?



3. To what extent is there a difference of magttisfaction, as measured by the RDAS,
of Asians based on the gender and marriage typeshier cross- or intra-cultural relationships?

4. To what extent is there a difference of perdpnaharacteristics, as measured by the
BFI, among individuals in Asian couples and Asiaixed couples?

Given what is known about Asian culture, a workimygpothesis for this study was that
levels of acculturation and certain personalityrabteristics, such as agreeableness or
neuroticism, would affect levels of marital satitfan; Asians in Asian mixed couples and
possibly female Asians would have higher levelaadulturation; no differences in levels of
marital satisfaction among individuals in Asian ptas and Asian mixed couples as well as in
males and females; and higher levels of opennakagmeeableness in individuals in Asian-
mixed couples than individuals in Asian-couples.

Significance of the Study

As an increasing number of couples engage in aoligral relationships due to
proximity and societal trends reflecting a moreropad accepting view of cross-cultural
relationships (Jacobson & Heaton, 2008; Molinardgkt, and Burnett, 2004), concerns related
to cross-cultural couples become increasingly intgydrfor professional counselors and
counselor educators. Particularly, the number®&A and Asian-mixed couples is increasing.
The U.S. Census (2011) reported that about 26¥%nwligrants are from an Asian country, and
Asian population is expected to more than tripl2b$0. Also, among all newlyweds, 30% of
Asians (about 40% of females and 20% males) mawiddnon-Asians in the United States in
2008 (Taylor el al., 2010). This study could béngfofessional counselors and counselor
educators who work with or teach methods of workaridp cross-cultural couples, especially

Asian-mixed couples.



From this study, the impact of levels of culturdfetences and personality on cross-
cultural relationships was clarified and suppotigdempirical evidence. Awareness among
professional counselors and counselor educataraiqie dynamics and strengths of cross-
cultural relationships could assist cross-cultamlples in their goal of a healthy and satisfying
marital relationship. As a result, the divorceeraimong cross-cultural couples could be reduced.

This study could enhance multicultural competenoifgzrofessional counselors and
counseling educators, professional training of selors, and benefit cross-cultural couples and
families. Hsu (2001) stressed the importance efcthunselor’s cultural competence as the
starting point for working with cross-cultural cdep. Moreover, multicultural competencies are
emphasized within professional counseling standafteCode of Ethicdy the American
Counseling Association (ACA, 2008hd the2009 Standardsf the Council for Accreditation of
Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACRE®9) highlighted the critical need for
practitioners to enhance cultural sensitivity agspionsiveness when working with diverse client
populations (Sheely-Moore & Kooyman, 2011). Theref this study could help professional
counselors and counselor educators gain a higher & multicultural competence.

Population and Sample

For the purpose of this study, the sample incluligidn and non-Asian individuals in
Asian couples and Asian-mixed couples. Specifycéiiere were five groups of participants:
Asian males married to Asian females, Asian femalagied to Asian males, Asian males
married to non-Asian females, Asian females maraeagon-Asian males, and non-Asians
married to Asians. Participants' ethnicity wasorégd through self-identification. All
participants lived in the United States. Minimugedor participants was 18 years old. The

targeted sample size was thirty for each groumfimtal sample size of 150; however, the final



count of participants in the study was 92 (22 Asrales and 27 Asian females who have an
Asian partner, 4 Asian males and 23 Asian females mave a non-Asian partner, and 14 non-
Asian males and 2 non-Asian females who have aanAsartner).
M ethodology

The researcher designed a quantitative study @sirexplanatory non-experimental
design and a correlational design to evaluate doesstions: (a) the relationship among the level
of acculturation, personality, and the level of n@usatisfaction of Asians in Asian couples and
Asian-mixed couples, (b) the differences of theeleof acculturation of Asians based on gender
and their spouses’ same or different ethnicitytlie)differences of marital satisfaction level of
individuals based on gender and marriage types(drttie differences of personality
characteristics among individuals in Asian coupled Asian-mixed couples. A quantitative
research design helps to clarify and generaliz@ltsesf this study (Creswell, 2009).

Procedures

Permission from a university Institutional Reviewdsd was obtained before selecting
participants and collecting data. The researadaurited samples using both online tools and
personal contact. Online tools were emails throasgleral listserves and academic and social
circles and postings on various community websifgstential Asian participants who married
individuals of either same or different ethnicitigmails and online postings included a
description of eligible participants, a requestgarticipation, a brief explanation of the purpose
of the research, a description of the steps towiolh order to participate, and a hyperlink
directing participants to the survey at SurveyMgong&em. The researcher also contacted
possible participants through academic, social,mrdonal circles including local communities,

schools, and churches.



The researcher used SurveyMonkey.com, an inteaseebresearch company, to collect
data online. The researcher also collected dabagi in-person assessments. In addition to the
online informed consent or in-person informatiorcwoent, four instruments were completed:
(a) basic demographic survey including gender,ieittyrof oneself and spouse, years of living in
the United States, number of children, and duradfomarriage, (b) the Suinn-Lew Asian Self-
Identity Acculturation Scale (SL-ASIA), (c) tiRevised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS), and
(d) the Big Five Inventory (BFI). Data was colledtfor about 8 months.

Data Analysis

With collected data, the researcher used the 8tali®ackage for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) 18.0 to analyze a multiple regression, plsimegression, a factorial ANCOVA, a
factorial ANOVA, and a MANOVA to obtain the inforhan needed to answer the research
guestions. Descriptive statistics related to deaplgic information were reported. Also, the
researcher verified the necessary model assumgiriorsto any data analyses.

To identify the relationship among cultural diffeces, personality characteristics, and
marital satisfaction of Asians among Asian coupled Asian-mixed couples, a multiple
regression analysis was conducted using the sw#ssobBFI and the RDAS, and a simple
regression analysis was conducted using the SL-A8dAthe RDAS. The predictability of
marital satisfaction by the level of acculturatenmd personality characteristics was determined
by the result. Also, to answer the differencetheflevel of acculturation of Asians based on
their gender and their spouses’ same or differdmtieity, a factorial ANCOVA analysis was
conducted using the SL-ASIA and a demographic gquasdire. Based on a theoretical
assumption and verified necessary model assumptioayears of living in the United States

was used as the covariate. To ascertain the elfées of the level of marital satisfaction among



individuals in Asian couples and Asian-mixed coggddased on their gender and their marriage
types, a factorial ANOVA analysis was conductechgshe RDAS and demographic
guestionnaire. In addition, to discover the impoce of differing personality characteristics
among individuals in Asian couples and Asian-migedples, a MANOVA analysis was
conducted using the subscales of BFI and the deapbgr questionnaire.

Limitations

This study had several limitations. Random assamtris not possible in an explanatory
non-experimental study, so there was some poggibiluncontrolled and unmeasured
confounding variables and limitation to represéettarget population that affects the
generalizability of findings (Gall, Gall, & Borg0®6). There was no control of participants’
temporary or accidental circumstances affectinggtere marital relationships (e.g., recent
trauma, pregnancy, or other seminal events).

Also, a large sample size (e.qg. thirty for eachugdonvas required to ensure
generalizability and the statistical and practalver, but securing enough individuals in Asian
couples and Asian-mixed couples to meet the caiteecessary to apply advanced statistical
measures was difficult. In this study, comparastagistics were evaluated across an unbalanced
design, thereby limiting generalizability and statial power.

Definition of Terms

Acculturation The process whereby the attitudes and/or behawigpeople from one
culture are modified as a result of contact withféerent culture (Sodowsky & Plake, 1992).

Asian Individuals who defined their ethnicity as an #si

Asian couplesMarried couples consisted of two Asians.

Asian-mixed coupleMMarried couples consisted of an Asian and noraAgiartner.
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Coping Strategy/Mechanisivethods or skills to manage external or intecwadflicts,
problems, or stress.

Confounding variabledJncontrollable and unnoticeable influence varabl

Cross-cultural coupleCouples with two individuals who represented défer
ethnicity/racial groups (Gudykunst, 1994). It iseirthangeable with interracial marriage,
interethnic marriage, intercultural marriage, imarriage, and mixed marriage.

Culture Shared beliefs, values, and behaviors that fessemse of shared identity and
community among member of a group (Gudykunst, 1984novar & Porter, 1995; Triandis,
1994)

Cultural deferenceTaking the cultural perspective of another persowillingness to
choose to assimilate in an effort to accommodalteir@al disparities (Bustamante et al., 2011)

Ethnicity. The concept of a group’s identity, including teemmon ancestry through
which individuals have evolved shared values arsdorns (Hays, 2007).

Macroculture Predominant culture in the given society, likéiorality, language, and
races (Bhugra & De Silva, 2000).

Marital distress Unpleasant emotional, mental, or physical feeingually caused by
conflicts in marriage.

Micro culture The various small units of culture among the styciike habits, beliefs,
and values (Bhugra & De Silva, 2000).

Multicultural competencdJnderstands other people’s worldviews and appte@ther
cultures while aware of one’s own values and bigegdondo, Tovar-Blank, & Parham,

2008).
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Personality Individual differences in characteristic pattermshinking, feeling, and
behaving (Kazdin, 2000).

Stressor Something with the potential to cause a stressti@n (Greenburg, 2009).

Chapter Summary

The counseling profession began to focus on isslated to cross-cultural couples as
this population increased in the United Statesny@searchers looked at difficulties and
conflict that cross-cultural couples have and agjtbat cultural differences, such as language
barriers, different cultural values and social \8ewehildrearing, and gender-role expectations,
are a major difficulty (Bhugra & DeSilva, 2000; H&001; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005).
Several researchers also mentioned strengths ed@ed involvement, greater degree of
commitment, and more awareness and acceptancesedces (Biever, Bobele, & North, 1998;
Heller & Wood, 2000). Despite previous researcthia area, scholars agree there is minimal
empirical research published concerning cross-rallttouple relationships (Bustamante et al.,
2011; Sullivan & Cottone, 2006) and most reseaedwvhy focused on cultural differences
without considering other factors like personatiharacteristics (Garcia, 2006). Additionally,
there is limited research related to Asian-mixedpte relationships, although Asians are one of
the fastest growing ethnic groups in the U. S. (&&nsus Bureau, 2011a).

The purpose of this study was to compare maritadfaation, cultural differences, and
personality characteristics across Asian-mixed Esuiand Asian couples in the United States.
Four research questions were identified to spedifiexplore the purpose of the study. This
study is significant because the findings coulglegunselor educators, practitioners, and
trainees to better understand and more adequasiist #his population. Also, more effective

counseling would be beneficial for Asian coupled Asian-mixed couples. Due to the
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extremely unbalanced ratio in gender of Asians sreA-mixed couples (4 males and 23
females), comparing gender differences was notilplessHowever, Taylor et al. (2010)
identified that Asian women are twice more likdhamh Asian men to be married with non-Asian
partners, and this study is representative oftthisd.
Organization of Remaining Chapters

Chapter 2 covers a comprehensive review of thealitire about multiculturalism in
counseling, cross-cultural couples, and Asian aaiphd Asian-mixed couples. Chapter 3
describes the methodology and procedures of tliy stGhapter 4 reports findings of the study.
Chapter 5 includes a discussion, implications,thtion, and recommendations for future

studies.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This study identified how the level of acculturatiand personality characteristics
affected the level of marital satisfaction amongaAarticipants based on marriage types in
either cross- or intra-cultural relationships. Tasearcher also examined if the level of
acculturation for Asian participants was differbased on their gender and spouses’ ethnicity, if
the level of marital satisfaction was different armgondividuals based on their gender and
marriage types, and if there were any particulasqeality characteristics in individuals who
have cross-cultural relationships compared witls¢hwho have intra-cultural relationships.

In this chapter the researcher provides a compeeneview of the literature about
multiculturalism in counseling, cross-cultural ctagy and Asian couples and Asian-mixed
couples. Historical background and statisticabinfation are informed related to ethnic
diversity, multicultural movement, cross-culturauples, and Asian couples (Arrendondo,
Tovar-Blank, & Parham, 2008; Aubrey, 1977; Bie\Bopele, & North, 1998; Brady-Amoon,
2011; Kreider & Simmons, 2003; U. S. Census Bur280y, 2011a, 2011b, 2012a, 2012b).
Previous research on cross-cultural relationstsigstéed including (a) cultural impacts
(Stolorow, Atwood, & Orange, 2002; Waldman & Rulaada, 2005), (b) difficulties and issues
(Bustamante, Nelson, Henriksen, & Monakes, 2011I€&006; Falicov, 1995; Frame, 2004,
Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005), (c) strengths and piatepenefits (Bhugra & De Silva, 2000;
Foeman & Nance, 1999; Gareis, 2000; Ho, 1990),(dncharital qualities, such as marital
satisfaction or marital happiness, of cross-cultcoaples with/without comparing same cultural
couples (Fu, Tora, & Kendall, 2001; Heller & Wo@f00; Hohmann-Marriott & Amato, 2008;

Kim, Edwards, Sweeney, & Wetchler, 2012; Leslie &iecq, 2004). Theoretical and practical
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frameworks to counsel cross-cultural couples atkesmded (Biever et al., 1998; Sullivan &
Cottone, 2006; Wong, 2009).
Diversity and Multiculturalism

The United States features a racially and ethriyichllerse population. The U. S. Census
Bureau (2011a) reported that the U. S. populatarsists of White or European American
(63.7%), Hispanic or Latino (16.4%), Black or Afiit American (12.2%), Asian (4.7%),
American Indian or Alaska Native (0.7%), Native Hain or other Pacific Islander (0.2%), and
other or mixed races (2.1%). In many areas otthetry, Hispanic/Latino populations are
higher than White or European American populati@hsS. Census Bureau, 2011b). Also, in
almost 10% of the nation’s 3,141 counties, the miipgopulation is more than 50% (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2007).

In the mid-20th century the multicultural movembrught attention to the increasing
diversity of the United States population (e.gcr@asing immigrant population, international
students/employees) in reaction to oppressive audighinatory sociopolitical forces in the
United States (Brady-Amoon, 2011). Brady-Amoonirded multiculturalismas "the
appreciation, acceptance, and promotion of multgihaic cultures in society” (p. 139).
Multiculturalism also was associated with revaludigrespected identities and changing
dominant patterns of representation and communmwicakiat marginalize certain groups (Young,
1990).

Although multiculturalism consists of different atbities and races, a more inclusive
definition also accounts for differences in religigender, educational level, socioeconomic
status, sexual orientation, and physical and mexiisity (Hays, 2005). In this respect, Hardy

and Laszloffy (1995) defined culture as a “broadtidimensional concept that includes but is
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not limited to ethnicity, gender, social class, andorth” (para. 9). Culture includes traditions
of thoughts and behaviors that can be socially isedushared, and passed on to new
generations (Smedley & Smedley, 2005). In otheaoculture is a learned system of shared
beliefs, values, norms, symbols, customs, behgwaod artifacts that members of a group utilize
to make sense of their world and one another, #sawéoster a sense of shared identity and
community (Gudykunst, 1994; Samovar & Porter, 1995)

Multiculturalism in Counseling

As a current trend, multiculturalism was identif@slthe fourth force in the counseling
profession (Pedersen, 1991). Historically, aloritpwhe Civil Rights and feminist movements
in 1960s and 1970s in the U. S., the counselinfepsion started to address the necessity of
culturally sensitive counselors (Aubrey, 1977) arfdse multiculturalism in counseling training
(Arrendondo et al., 2008). Brady-Amoon (2011) exped that multicultural awareness in the
counseling profession reflected the growing neecbahselor educators and practitioners to
understand and support the important impact ohtdigacial, ethnic, cultural background, and
worldviews on their mental and psychological fuoos.

In 1996, the council of Association for MulticuladrCounseling and Development
(AMCD), a division of American Counseling Assocati(ACA), developed the Multicultural
Counseling Competencies to guide counselors’ mulitical sensitivity (Arredondo et al., 1996).
The Multicultural Counseling Competencies providece key areas for counselors to consider
(a) counselor awareness of personal assumptiolugsyand biases, (b) understanding the
worldview of the culturally different client, and)(development of suitable intervention
strategies and techniques. Besides AMCD’s adwogatward counselors’ multicultural

competencies, th2005 ACA Code of Ethiesfused multiculturalism to indicate the importanc
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of multicultural awareness for counselors (ACA, 2D0Also, the2009 Standardsf the Council
for Accreditation of Counseling & Related EducatibRrograms (CACREP) focused on
multicultural related education for future counssl(CACREP, 2009).

With professional organizational awareness, masgarchers began to conduct
multicultural research. D’Andrea and Heckman (20@8iewed and evaluated multicultural
outcome research during the last 40 years, andtegpbthat 634 multicultural counseling
research studies were completed and 211 studiesreéfated to multicultural outcome research.
D’Andrea and Heckman also noted that while multimal counseling and research initially
focused on race and ethnicity, it now includesaasifactors such as gender, sexual orientation,
socioeconomic status, religious, education, andighl/mental ability. Professional
requirements for multicultural sensitivity in coehsr education programs and counseling
practice and the amount of previous research cetatenulticultural issues demonstrated the
importance of multiculturalism in counseling.

Resear ch in Multicultural Counseling Related to Couples and Families

Within the context of research in multiculturabeseling, various studies related to
families and couples were conducted. Based omteesearch, the following topics and
populations were studied:

(a) multicultural competencies or attitudes of extacs, supervisors, and practitioners
related to family and couple counseling (e.g. Batksedewa, 2012; Murphy, Park, & Lonsdale,
2006);

(b) specific ethnic groups including African Amean families and couples (e.g.
Awosan, Sandberg, & Hall, 2011; Kelch-Oliver, 20Mandara, Murray, Telesford, Varner, &

Richman, 2012), Mexican American families and cesfk.g. Blocklin, Crouter, Updegraff, &
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McHale, 2011; Marin & Huber, 2011), Native Ameridamilies (e.g. Limb & Hodge, 2011),
Asian American families and couples (e.g. Hung,&@0m, Gonzales, Stroh, & Wang, 2006;
Miller & Lee, 2009), immigrant or refugee familiés.g. Dillon, Rosa, Sanchez, & Schwartz,
2012; Dow & Woolley, 2011; Wycoff, Tinagon, & Dickrs, 2011), and families and/or couples
in other countries (e.g. Deng, 2012; Quek & Fitapkt 2013; Sandberg, Yorgason, Miller, &
Hill, 2012; Ng, Loy, Mohdzain, & Cheong, 2013; \fiej Avila, & Matos, 2012);

(c) cross-cultural couples (e.g. Bustamante e@lll; Fu & Wolfinger, 2011; Inman,
Altman, Kaduvettoor-Davidson, Carr, & Walker, 200bydan, Lovett, & Sweeton, 2012; Kim et
al., 2012);

(d) non-ethnic related specific groups includingditay families or couples (e.g. Asbury
& Martin, 2012; Davis, Ward, & Storm, 2011), singlarent families (e.g. Nixon, Greene, &
Hogan, 2012), homosexual families (e.g. Goldbeybing, & Moyer, 2012; Oswald &
Lazarevic, 2011; Pope & Cashwell, 2013), low-incdamailies (e.g. Gassman-Pines, 2011;
Rienks, Wadsworth, Markman, Einhorn, & Etter, 20%&leh, & Hilton, 2011), physical
disability families (e.g. Neely-Barnes & Graff, 2Z)1and religious minority families (e.g.
Schnall, Pelcovitz, & Fox, 2013).

Cross-Cultural Couples

Among many issues related to multiculturalism aodptes’ counseling, cross-cultural
marriage is a relatively new but increasing issGeidykunst (1994) defined cross-cultural
marriage as the marriage between two individuafsicg from different cultures, particularly
different ethnic or racial groups. As one of tissential parts of culture, ethnicity is the concept
of a group’s identity, including the common ancg#firough which individuals have evolved

shared values and customs (Hays, 2007). Thedsyss-cultural marriages also
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interchangeably used with interracial marriagegnethnic marriage, intercultural marriage,
intermarriage, and mixed marriage.

Historically, cross-cultural marriage was sociahd legally prohibited in the United
States. In 1967, the rejection of anti-miscegemaaws by the U. S. Supreme Court effectively
legalized cross-cultural marriage. After legaliaat cross-cultural marriage continues to
increase. According to the recent report by th&UCensus Bureau (2012a), cross-cultural
opposite-sex married couples grew by 28% overabedecade from 7% in 2000 to 10% in
2010; 18% of opposite-sex unmarried couples and @fl8ame-sex unmarried couples identified
as cross-cultural relationships. The U. S. CeBsusau also reported the most common ethnic
combinations of cross-cultural population, which #hite with Hispanic, White with Asian,
and White with African American.

In the past, negative views toward cross-cultuoalptes were evident (Biever et al.,
1998), but cross-cultural couples are more widebeated now in the United States. Some
people continue to believe that cross-cultural rages experience more stress, are more
dysfunctional, and have an increased likelihoodiwdrce compared to same-cultural couples
(Frame, 2003). However, based on a report by éve Research Center (Taylor et al., 2010),
most Americans approved of cross-cultural marriage, more than 60% were willing to accept
and support family members if they wanted a crags+sal marriage.

Although there are well-established theories aaibus strategies in the family, couple,
and marriage counseling field, additional studiesross-cultural couples are necessary to
understand and provide better services for thisifadion. Research and literature were
published in counseling and related professiongutite following areas: (a) cultural impacts

(Stolorow et al., 2002; Waldman & Rubalcava, 20@B) difficulties and issues (Bustamante et
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al., 2011; Cools, 2006; Falicov, 1995; Frame, 2004jdman & Rubalcava, 2005), (c) strengths
and potential benefits (Bhugra & De Silva, 2000efan & Nance, 1999; Gareis, 2000; Ho,
1990), and (d) marital qualities, such as marasis$action or marital happiness, of cross-
cultural couples with/without comparing same cwtwouples (Fu, Tora, & Kendall, 2001;
Heller & Wood, 2000; Hohmann-Marriott & Amato, 2Q08m et al., 2012; Leslie & Letiecq,
2004).

Cultural Impacts

Many researchers focused on cultural differencesrasain cause of conflict in cross-
cultural marriages, and they mostly agreed thatessential to understand how cultures impact
individuals’ subjective worlds (Biever et al., 19%istanmante et al., 2011; Falicov, 1995;
Garcia, 2006; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005). Indigiddorm an identity in their social and
cultural context (Roland, 1988), so it is impossitd understand personhood without
considering his/her culture. “People are born mtwlture, and an individual's sense of personal
identity will always be constructed within a farailicultural-relational surround” (Waldman &
Rubalcava, 2005, p. 233).

As a learned system of shared beliefs, values, siorastoms, and behaviors that
members of a group utilize to make sense of theitdvand one another (Gudykunst, 1994,
Samovar & Porter, 1995), individuals of all cultsitend to believe that their cultural values and
norms represent truth and/or the way things ougbet(Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005).
Stolorow, Atwood, and Orange (2002) concluded themans tend to see their own perspectives
as the measure of the truth and automatically judigers that they disagree with as unrealistic
or incorrect. Similarly, Waldman and RubalcavaO®20explained that cultural surroundings

provide the primary schemas that unconsciously anhpalividuals to develop their way of
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thinking, feeling, and behaving, and often leathterpreting others’ behavior based on their
own beliefs.

In this sense, for cross-cultural couples, eacinpais likely to have different values,
habits, views, rules, relationships, and ways sbhkeng differences that possibly bring about
conflicts (Cools, 2006), because each partner temtdslieve his/her own values and norms as
the truth and judges his/her partner based ondrigkrspectives. McGoldrick and Preto (1984)
explained that couples might have more difficulti@slerstanding each other and adjusting to
marriage when they have greater cultural differenbecause cultural values strongly influence
the shaping of individual’s attitudes and expeotairegarding gender roles, sexuality, child
rearing, communication styles, emotional expressionflict managing, and the degree of
intimacy.

For instance, Hofstede (1980) initially suggestezlitlea of individualism and
collectivism as being two distinct cultural andisdconstructs. Collectivistic societies
emphasize the needs and values of the group imguddmily. In contrast, individualistic
societies focus on individuals’ autonomy and inawel@ace. Individuals who grew up under a
collectivistic or an individualistic society formeldeir own perspective based on their context
and believe their own perspective as the way thatdn beings should follow (Waldman &
Rubalcava, 2005). If each partner comes fromamgty individualistic society, as opposed to a
collectivistic society, conflict could occur duettee different perspectives. Therefore, admitting
cultural differences and understanding the impadhe individual and the relationship may be
very important for cross-cultural couples.

| ssues and Difficulties
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Bustamante et al. (2011) found four main stregsasoss-cultural married couples:
child rearing practices, time orientation, gendase expectations, and external pressures from
extended family members. Similarly, Frame (20049 &entified three major difficulties
among cross-cultural marriage couples includinglgemole, language, and raising children.
More specific challenges were found by Cools (2066luding language, communication,
adaptation, friends, raising children, gender rodesl traditions.

Raising children. Although different parenting styles exist betweenples regardless
of cultural preferences, such as authoritariarh@itative, and permissive (Baumrind, 1991),
cultural differences may bring more conflicts irrgrating styles. Chua (2011) asserted that most
western parents try to respect children’s individyaencourage what children want to do, help
to build self-esteem; however, most Chinese paremtkiding other Asian parents, think that
they know what is best for their children and hegrepare their children for it with heavy
value placed on education and career. For exampiasband from the western culture might
think his wife from China is too strict regardirtgetchildren’s education and feels she infringes
upon the children’s rights.

Timeorientation. Hall (1991) described polychronic time culturelanonochronic time
culture. He explained that individuals from polyahic time culture, such as Africa and South
America, do many things simultaneously, are mailfile with schedules, and are more
concerned with people and the present moment; henvandividuals from monochronic time
culture, such as North America and Europe, prefeictone task at a time, emphasize schedule,
and organize and plan their lives. For exampieifa from monochronic time culture might

complain that her husband from a polychronic timkuce is very lazy or irresponsible.
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Gender role expectation. Differences in gender role expectations are aa af major
conflict between cross-cultural couples. Some Asiauntries, such as China, South Korea, and
Japan, traditionally had clear gender role diffeesnfor husbands and wives based on
Confucianism. A husband took a higher positiomthavife did, a husband was a breadwinner,
and a wife took care of the children and all thadework (Kim, 1997). Conversely, couples’
gender roles are more flexible and have more balahpower in American culture (Botkin,
Weeks, & Morris, 2000). For instance, a husbaodhfa traditional Asian culture might expect
his wife to obey him and take care of most houswed) but the wife coming from American
culture might think this is unfair or constitutesngler discrimination.

Extended family systems. In addition to conflicts between couples, mamyssrcultural
couples experience external pressure from extefamheidy members (Bustamante et al., 2011;
McGoldrick, Giordano, & Pearce, 1996). When coamleme from two different cultures, they
might have different family systems and relatiopshi For example, an individual from a
collectivistic Asian society views marriage nottls joining of two individuals but as the
joining of two families (Lee & Mock, 2005). Indduals from collectivistic, Asian culture may
keep a very close relationship with parents, thimkimportant to respect and listen to parents,
and assume responsibility to take care of eldeahepts (Fong, 1994). However, if one comes
from an individualistic society, which emphasizies individual’'s needs, desire, and personal
boundary (Hofstede, 1980), that individual mighhkhthat the spouse from a collectivistic
culture is overly concerned about parents and #énents are overly dependent, too prone to
interfere with the couple’s business or invadedteple’s and individual’'s boundaries.

Although cross-cultural marriage is gaining wideceptance, there are still some

negative views from society and limited family ag@ce compared to same cultural couples
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(Frame, 2004; Luck & Carrington, 2000; Taylor ef aD10). Often cross-cultural couples marry
despite family opposition and have to continuedal dvith an unsupportive family.

McGoldrick, Giordano, and Pearce (1996) reported fdamily opposition would increase stress
around family celebrations and rituals becauseseco$tural couples, particularly those from a
different culture, has to adjust to new family itamhs, cultures, and system with limited
support. Also, an individual from a different aukk might experience increased anxiety,
tension, isolation, rejection, and possible oppoesm a family or friends gathering (Carter &
McGoldrick, 1999; Falicov, 1995).

L anguage and communication styles. Waldman and Rubalcava (2005) and Cools
(2006) also highlighted the potential miscommun@abr misunderstanding as a stressor in
cross-cultural marriage. If couples’ native langesare different, they may have difficulty
understanding each other. In addition to langumgaers, different communication styles based
on each individual’s culture could bring some cutdl (Oetzel, Dhar, & Kirschbaum, 2007).

When an individual learns and experiences diffecaittires, he/she also constructs
personal meaning about the culture, which becoragsopthe personal language and
communication style (Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005hergfore, culture and language or
communication styles cannot be separated. Alsonmanication is a dynamic and interactive
process, and the interpretation of the messagé®eafender and receiver is not always the same
because each one interprets based on his/her avkiidp process (Patel, Li, & Sooknanan,
2011).

For instance, there are two different ways to @ging similar messages. Hall (1976)
explained that transmitted messages usually contairmal information because of the long-

term relationships and mutual understanding inucalty homogeneous societies like China,
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Japan, Korea, and Africa. In contrast, transmitt@$sages may require more information when
addressing diverse, individualistic societies sastnited States and Europe. Also, most
collectivistic societies use an indirect style pésch compared to a direct style of speech in
individualistic societies which focus more on “Gdykunst, 1994).

Others. Cross-cultural couples might have challengesbattble to differing attitudes
towards work and leisure, holiday traditions, esgrens of affection, and problem-solving
strategies (Biever et al., 1998). For exampleki, 8&atsumoto, and Imahori (2002) found that
Americans show a higher level of openness, expressss, and physical contact to express
intimacy, while Japanese couples show greater stadeting of the partner to express intimacy.
Related to attitudes towards work and leisure, @sia the United States value hard work more
than other U. S. populations (Taylor et al., 20180, Chan, Barnes-Holmes, Barnes-Holmes,
and Stewart (2009) found that North Americans slibmere negative attitudes toward work
and positive attitudes toward leisure than Canadgand Irish.

Strengths and Potential Benefits

Although cross-cultural couples have difficultieglaconflicts, they also have some
unique benefits and strengths. Cross-cultural lesugready know and admit they have many
differences, so instead of assuming or projectinglarity and agreement about some issues to a
partner, they are more willing to self-disclose #alét about issues and differences that
potentially increase mutual understanding and iatiyn(Heller & Wood, 2000). With the
process of discussing and negotiating their diffees, cross-cultural couples may be more open
to understanding and accepting differences (Bievet., 1998). Furthermore, children of cross-

cultural couples might be more accepting of diffees toward others (Ho, 1990).
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Biever et al. (1998) identified that negative atitmmfrom family or society may increase
couples’ tolerance. Foeman and Nance (1999) reghdintat cross-cultural couples develop
stronger ties through the process of withstandimy@ ercoming negative outside pressure.
Frame (2004) suggested that individuals in crosgxal relationships could build a unique
sense of identity and decrease ethnocentrism., Ategs-cultural couples possibly bring new
cultures and diversity to the family system andnewally reduce stereotypes and ethnocentric
attitudes in the family, neighborhood, and soc{&@wgreis, 2000).

Marital Quality

For cross-cultural couples, challenges and streegalcultural differences can influence
couples’ marital quality, satisfaction, or happmedn addition to relational challenges, lack of
family members’ approval may negatively affect toeiples’ relationships (Falicov, 1995).

Previous researchers show incongruent resultecetatmarital quality and satisfaction.
Fu et al. (2001) found that cross-cultural margedples faced higher levels of stress and
conflict and had less satisfying marital relatiapshcompared to same cultural married couples
in Hawaii. Zhang and Hook (2009) found cross-aaltmarried couples were less stable in their
marriage. Also, several researchers showed hijkierce rates among cross-cultural married
couples (Bramlett & Mosher, 2002; Bratter & Kin@)(B; Phillips & Sweeney, 2006).

Bratter and King (2008) reported that White maléhwion-White female couples did not
show significant differences in the divorce ratenpared with White couples, but White male
with African American female couples showed sulxstiiy less divorce rates. However, White
female with non-White male couples showed higheoidie rates. Similarly, another study
revealed that White/African American couples hadigmificant differences in the divorce rate

compared with same cultural couples, although Whitk Latino(a) couples had slightly higher
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divorce rates (Fu & Wolfinger, 2011). By contrddgller and Wood (2000) found no difference
in the level of intimacy between cross-cultural gles and same cultural couples.

Without considering whether cross-cultural mariwedples have lower levels of marital
quality, it is important to understand how cros#taal married couples cope with stress,
prevent potential troubles, and have higher maguallity. Bustamante et al. (2011) identified
four coping mechanisms of cross-cultural couplesidgr role flexibility, humor, cultural
deferences by one partner, and cultural reframirtgedevelopment of blended values and
expectations that redefined the cross-culturaticelahip. Cultural transformation may be a
necessary coping or adapting mechanism for couplawlividuals. For this process, individuals
need to adopt an adaptive and flexible view ofugaltdifferences that allows spouses to
maintain their own unique values, negotiate cohfireas, and develop a new cultural code that
symbolically and literally integrates both cultuf@slicov, 1995). Individuals in cross-cultural
marriages may form a new and unique hybrid culb@&ged on the partner and his/her own
culture (Casmir, 1993), along with establishing néuals (Frame, 2004).

Individuals who establish strong identities maynbare likely to have successful cross-
cultural relationships (Gareis, 2000). Leslie &rtiecq (2004) studied African American and
White cross-cultural couples and found that peagie have pride in their own race but also
accept and respect others races and cultures erperhigher marital quality (Leslie & Letiecq,
2004). Kim et al. (2012) found differentiation aactculturation were important factors on
relational satisfaction within White and Asian gazultural couples. Furthermore, Wong (2009)
suggested that learning each partner’s culturetiprag communication and negotiation skills,

establishing strong identity, and having mutualansthnding would be helpful with pre-marital
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counseling. Also, empathy, patience, flexibiléyd openness can be important factors in a
successful cross-cultural relationship (Gareis (3200

Besides unique areas that impact cross-culturagllesumarital quality, there are also
general factors that influence marital satisfacbbboth cross-cultural and same cultural
couples. For instance, communication and undetstgrof emotions is a vital component of a
functional marriage (Waldman and Rubalcava, 2008hen couples negotiate and manage
conflict, both partners must seek to maintain acfdeve marital satisfaction (Tallman & Hsiao,
2004). Rosen-Grandon, Myers, and Hattie (2004 dahat respect, forgiveness, romance,
support, and sensitivity are key components toseagpmarriage and identified seven important
characteristics for marital satisfaction: lifetim@mmitment, loyalty to spouse, strong moral
value, desire to be a good parent, faith in Gddjioeis/spiritual commitment, and the presence
of forgiveness.

Counseling Cross-Cultural Couples

Counselors need to understand cross-cultural ce@pld have the appropriate
knowledge to provide adequate services to thenlliv&u and Cottone (2006) insisted that
counselors should address cultural similarities @diffdrences, while specifically considering
how cultural differences contribute to the distras®ng cross-cultural couples. Also, Hsu
(2001) recommended that counselors have the cuttonapetency to work with cross-cultural
couples and help couples to understand not onlp¢haviors, thoughts, and feelings rooted in
their own culture, but those of their partner’'statd as well.

Counselors also need to carefully assess conflicdsdifficulties in cross-cultural
couples. Difficulties from cultural differencesenoss-cultural couples may be mistakenly

considered as personality or emotional problenmnefor both partners (Biever et al., 1998).
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However, counselors also should avoid assumingaihaonflicts in cross-cultural couples are
due to the cultural differences (Garcia, 2006)théligh there is limited empirical research about
counseling strategies or interventions, scholaggested counseling strategies and possible
approaches for cross-cultural couples such as patm approach, culturally based couple
therapy, and premarital inventories (Biever etE#98; Sullivan & Cottone, 2006; Wong, 2009).
Postmodern Approach

Biever et al. (1998) proposed postmodern narrdhieeapy for working with cross-
cultural couples as a culturally sensitive, coliabwe, and strength-based approach. One of the
key concepts in the postmodern approach is sosratouctionism--focusing on the couple’s
own reality in their context, but also their intetians with others (Gregen, 1985). A basic
concept of the postmodern approach toward crogaralicouples is that each partner tends to
have very different subjective reality constructedler different cultural and social context, but
differences do not necessarily mean wrong or imobrr Rather than interpreting or evaluating
each partner’s reality, focusing on how, what, bew each one’s idea works for them is
necessary.

In general, based on collaborative efforts witlertds, postmodern narrative counselors
seek to help couples to understand their own agid plartner’s reality by seeing conflicts not as
problems but as differences and finding their ovayww address problems. Biever and
colleagues suggested seven principles of postmaderative therapy to cross-cultural couples,
including developing a collaborative and curiowmse, developing openness and the generation
of alternative understanding, exploring client€ag about causes of problem, viewing cultural

differences as one explanation of conflicts, enagung a both/and ‘other’ stance, searching for
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liberating traditions within each culture, viewiilgpasse as an attempt to impose beliefs/values
on others, and working with stories.

In developing a collaborative and curious stanoaneselors need to collaboratively work
with clients to explore their unique understandigroblems. In developing openness and the
generation of alternative understanding, couns&i@ate opportunities for new and different
understanding of the concerns of clients. Coumsealan use “How else?” questions to clients
and themselves, such as, “How else can it be exgd@’ In exploring clients’ ideas about the
causes of problems, counselors and clients neadderstand the clients’ own perception and
thinking process about problems based on cliemts' words. Counselors should avoid
expressing agreement or disagreement with thetdierplanation.

In viewing cultural differences as one explanatdronflicts, counselors carefully use
their knowledge of cultural differences to recognpatterns of behaviors or thoughts related
with couples’ issues. Counselors may help coujgesmderstand differences by seeing some
issues from each partner’s cultural context. looemaging a both/and stance, counselors need to
help couples to see both cultures and subjectaidies, and find useful and workable ideas
from both perspectives. Searching for liberatiaglitions within each culture is based on the
assumption that some less desirable behaviorseaecbnsidered as more valued and positive
ways within larger cultural traditions. Counseloas help each client to see some partners’
behaviors or expected behaviors for him/her aduabée and meaningful tradition in the
partner’s culture even though he/she does not teeagree with them.

In viewing impasse as an attempt to impose belialigés on others, counselors need to
evaluate if there is attempted imposition of onenore ideas when counseling seems stuck.

They need to balance couples’ stances and help tiné&a more open and value different
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perspectives. As the last principle, counseloesirte work with stories. In a narrative
approach, counselors see the problems as stoatslignts tell and can be changed by
storytellers. Counselors need to help clientsotttioue to write their story but in the way they
want or works for them.

Culturally Based Couple Therapy

Sullivan and Cottone (2006) summarized and owulimdturally based couple therapy for
cross-cultural couples. They addressed differentsvof identifying and conceptualizing
problems among cross-cultural couples. For examplgsed on the racially based approach,
conflicts and issues are examined through inndtaraltracial hostility presented in the
relationship (e.g., racial oppression and infetyyri However, from the nonracially based point
of view, most researchers focus on specific cultcinaracteristics that individuals hold or
conceptualize within a broad spectrum of culturaik$ while examining communication systems
between couples as possible conflicts. In addifietting couples find and identify their own
issues is more important than counselors idenggf@nd conceptualizing couples based on their
own approach.

In addition Sullivan and Cottone (2006) reportedos therapeutic strategies, suggested
by previous scholars, to work with cross-cultur@ligles. Some strategies include educating
clients about cultural differences and the impdauitures, being culturally competent
counselors, helping couples to understand each'sthdture and tolerant with differences, and
assisting couples to build and transition into @ cealture. Sullivan and Cottone also concluded
that counselors should not assume all conflicts@ss-cultural couples are due to the cultural
differences.

Pre-Marital Inventories
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Wong (2009) suggested that pre-marital inventdifids) could help develop strong,
marital relationships for cross-cultural coupléscording to Wong, pre-marital education and
pre-marital inventories may help people to build@ete connections in their marriage by
identifying their risks, resilience, and other fastthat may influence their relationship. Also,
Pls generally focus on both weaknesses and strengttouples’ relationships. Through Pls,
cross-cultural couples can understand each otliethair relationship better. Cross-cultural
couples can also learn ways to work with their wesses and expand their strengths in their
relationships.

Wong (2009) also suggested utilizing eco-systdraery in the development of Pls.
Eco-systems theory emphasizes considerations aohthigple relationships that link individuals
to the bigger systems like couples, family, andetgc Under this approach, counselors could
help cross-cultural couples to understand varigatems and levels that might affect their
marital relationships.

Asian Couples and Asian-Mixed Couplesin the United States

Asian applies to 23 Asian groups, and the categbAsian Pacific Islander includes 15
Pacific Islander groups (Asian American Health ord990). Based on the U. S. Census
Bureau (2012b), the largest Asian populations dneé&se, Asian Indian, Filipino, Korean,
Vietnamese, and Japanese. Each Asian group hasntsulture including language, history,
and religion, but it is often categorized and resiead as one ethnic group under broader views
like collectivism, Confucianism, or Buddhism.

The U. S. Census Bureau (2011a) reported the Asipalation in 2010, which
numbered 4.7% of the total population, as the folatgest group in the United States. Also,

Asians grew faster than any other major race ghbmigveen 2000 and 2010 in the United States.
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Based on the U. S. Census Bureau (2012b), betw@@hdhd 2010, the Asian population
increased 43.3%, whereas the total U. S. populatlunh grew by only 9.7%. Besides the
growing population of U. S. born Asians and Asiammigrants, the Institute of International
Education (2010) also reported that over 55 % t@rimational students are from countries in
Asia.

The U. S. Department Health and Human Servicestegthat Asian women showed
the highest probability of the first marriage lagt0 years; both Asian men and women
presented the lowest rates of divorce from the National Survey (Copen, Daniels,
Vespa, & Mosher, 2012). The majority of Asians mua&ried with Asians, but cross-cultural
marriages between Asian with non-Asian groupsraseeasing. In 2008, among all newlyweds,
30% of Asians (about 40% of females and 20% mahes)ied with non-Asians in the United
States (Taylor el al., 2010). Also, an Asian/Wiltibeiple is the largest population among Asian-
mixed couples, and the second largest populati@hl afoss-cultural couples in 2010 (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2012a).

Among cross-cultural couples, when Asians comingifmostly collectivistic societies
get married with non-Asians, especially from indivalistic societies, they tend to have conflicts
and issues such as gender role expectations, coitetion, and connection with extended
family members (Bustamante et al., 2011; Frame420Rim and colleagues recently studied
White with Chinese, South Korean, and Japaness-cudtural couples, finding that levels of
acculturation and differentiation were significgélated with marital satisfaction, but
attachment style was not associated with relatipnsdtisfaction.

Although some findings and suggestions were prahasdy limited research about the

marital relationship was done, despite the rapiutyeasing number of Asian involved in cross-
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cultural relationships (Kim et al., 2012). Alsopst research related to cross-cultural couple
relationships heavily focused on cultural differemevithout considering personality
characteristics (Garcia, 2006) although severaqelity characteristics were widely
considered as important factors for intra-marigddtionships (O’Rourke, Claxton, Chou, Smith,
& Hadjistavropoulos, 2001). Therefore, a studyhaf impact of personality characteristics as
well as cultural differences in Asian cross-cultw@uples compared with Asian couples would
be necessary to help counselors to better unddratashmore adequately assist this population.
Chapter Summary

Chapter 2 reviewed the literature about multicallism in counseling, cross-cultural
couples, and Asian couples and Asian-mixed coupt#ading historical information, previous
research, and theoretical/practical frameworksomprehensive review about how culture
affects individuals and how different cultural bgodunds play an important role in cross-
cultural couples was provided. Individuals formittself-concept through their social and
cultural contexts (Roland, 1988), and individudigalbcultures tend to believe that their cultural
values and norms represent truth and/or the wags$hought to be (Waldman & Rubalcava,
2005). For cross-cultural couples, each partnikedy to have different values, habits, views,
rules, relationships, and ways of resolving differes that possibly bring about conflicts (Cools,
2006), because each partner tends to believe hmirevalues and norms as the truth and
judges his/her partner based on his/her perspsctive

Previous research on cross-cultural couples hazssied issues and conflicts like raising
children, time orientation, gender role expectatextended family system, language and
communication styles (Bustamante et al., 2011; §&§06; Frame, 2004), potential benefits

and strengths like openness and acceptance (Baeabr 1998), and marital quali. Also, the
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researcher reviewed theoretical/practical framewdokcounsel cross-cultural couples to assist
in conceptualizing previous and current foci angsvi@ work with cross-cultural couples.
Finally, background information about Asian couesl Asian-mixed couples in the United
States was provided to understand the need fostiaky.
Organization of Remaining Chapters

In chapter 3, the methodology and proceduresisfstindy are discussed. Chapter 4
reports descriptive data of participants and resufistatistical analyses. In chapter 5, discussio
based on results, implications for counselor edusapractitioners, and trainees, limitations, and

recommendations for future studies are addressed.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD

The following is presented in this chapter: reskauaestions, research design,
descriptions of the participants, instrumentatenmg procedures of data collection and data
analysis.

The purpose of this study was to compare maritadfaation, cultural differences, and
personality characteristics across Asian-mixed Esuiand Asian couples in the United States.
The researcher examined how the level of acculamrand personality characteristics affected
the level of marital satisfaction among Asian pptnts based on marriage types in either cross-
or intra-cultural relationships; if the level ofadturation for Asian participants was different
based on their gender and spouses’ ethnicity; fathe ievel of marital satisfaction was different
among individuals based on their gender and maitigges. Finally, the researcher studied if
there were any particular personality charactessti individuals who have cross-cultural
relationships compared with those who have intilaical relationships.

Resear ch Design

The study is quantitative using an explanatory eapperimental design and a
correlational design to evaluate four questionstha relationship among levels of cultural
difference, personality characteristics, and lee¢lsarital satisfaction of Asians in Asian
couples and Asian-mixed couples, (b) the differenndevels of acculturation of Asians based
on the gender and spouses' same or different @hr{c) the differences of marital satisfaction
of individuals in Asian couples and Asian-mixed plas based on the gender and marriage
types, and (d) the differences of personality cttarestics among individuals in Asian couples

and Asian-mixed couples.
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The independent variable was five comparison grodssan males who married an
Asian female, Asian females who marred an Asiaremfasian males who married a non-Asian
female, Asian females who married a non-Asian naalé, non-Asians who married an Asian.
As dependent variables, the SL-ASIA was used tosomegparticipants’ levels of acculturation
to indicate cultural differences between couples,BFI to measure personality characteristics of
participants, the RDAS to measure participantselewf marital satisfaction, and the
demographic questionnaire to gather the informagioout gender and spouses’ ethnicity used as
specific variables. Information of participant®ays of living in the United States via the
demographic questionnaire was collected as a pateotvariate.

Participants

Asian and non-Asian individuals in Asian coupled &sian-mixed couples were
selected for this study. Emails, online postiragg] personal contact were used to recruit
possible participants through several listserveademic and social circles, and various web
community sites of Asians. Convenience sampling ugzsl because all participants are relied on
voluntary participants. Sample size was basedcham @iori power analysis with G*Power 3.1
using a minimum level of power as .80, which isalljuconsidered as an adequate power
(Cohen, 1988). Based on the analysis, the taegepke size was 150 (30 Asian males and 30
Asian females who have an Asian partner, 30 Asialesnand 30 Asian females who have a
non-Asian partner, 30 non-Asians who have an Againer). The target sample size for each
group was initially considered as balanced sampkets robust heterogeneous variances with
having normality (Dmitrov, 2012). The final cowftparticipants in the study was 92 (22 Asian

males and 27 Asian females who have an Asian paftr&sian males and 23 Asian females
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who have a non-Asian partner, 14 non-Asian malds2zamon-Asian females who have an Asian
partner).

M easur es
Suinn-Lew Asian Self-lIdentity Acculturation Scale (SL-ASIA)

Suinn, Rickard-Figueroa, Lew, and Vigil (1987) angly developed the SL-ASIA to
measure cognitive, behavioral, and attitudinal congmts of Asian American Acculturation
based on the Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexiéamericans. Later, Suinn, Ahuna, and
Khoo (1992) revised and validated the current wersif the SL-ASIA, which is a 21 multiple-
choice item, self-report assessment. Respondeata 6-point scale raging from 1 (exclusively
Asian) to 5 (exclusively Westernized).

Within 21 items in the SL-ASIA, five items assésssbehaviors, four items assess for
language, 4 items assess identity, four items aggesadships, three items assess generational
and geographic background, and one item assesgedesd (Suinn et al., 1987, 1992). A final
acculturation score is the mean score, which isutatled by dividing the total score by the
number of items on the scale, so it ranges from3. tPeople with scores close to 1 are
considered Asian-identified or in the low accultioa level; people with scores around 3 are
considered bicultural; people with scores closg &we considered Western-identity or in high
acculturation level (Suinn et al., 1987).

Previous research evaluated the reliability ardidg of the SL-ASIA. Based on
previous research, internal consistency for rdiigof scores ranged from .83 to .91 with Asian
American groups like combined Asian groups, Chinesericans, Korean Americans, Japanese
Americans, and Filipino Americans (Atkinson & Gifi§89; Ownbey & Horridge, 1998; Park &

Harrison, 1995; Solberg, Choi, Ritsman, & Jolly949Suinn et al., 1987, 1992; Tata & Leong,
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1994). However, internal consistency of scoregedrslightly lower, from .68 to .79, with
Japanese international students, Cambodian/Vietsenedugees, and English-speaking Asians
living in Singapore (Kodama & Canetto, 1995; Les&@&bbins, 1994; Suinn, Khoo, & Ahuna,
1995). The SL-ASIA might not be adequate with sgopulations such as temporary residents,
refugees, or Asians living in other countries; heare scores on the SL-ASIA still have a
satisfactory level of internal consistency with fk&an American population (Ponterotto,
Baluch, & Carielli, 1998).

Using factor analysis as evidence of internalcstme, Suinn et al. (1992, 1995) identified
five factors: Reading/Writing/Cultural Preferené&ghnic Interaction, Generational identity,
Affinity for Ethnic Identity and Pride, and Foodd®erence. Later, Ownbey and Horridge
(1998) identified one additional factor, Asian axit For construct validity with age upon
arrival in the U.S., years of residence in a nomAsieighborhood, age upon starting school in
the U. S., years of school attendance in the Yeaurs of residence in the U. S., and self-rating of
acculturation, Suinn et al. (1992) found a modetateigh correlation ] > .5) between scores
on the SL-ASIA and four variables: age upon arrimghe U.S., self-rating of acculturation,
years of school attendance in the U. S., and ydaesidence in the U. S. The smallest
correlation was with years of residence in a normAgsieighborhoodr (= .41). Additionally,
several studies reported strong and consistentecgamut-related validity evidence (Park &
Harrison, 1995; Suinn et al., 1992, 1995, 1987a&ateong, 1994). Numerous research
studies used the SL-ASIA to evaluate levels of lagation in Asians (e.g. Atkinson & Gim,
1989; Jackson, Keel, & Lee, 2006; Lese & Robbi®941 Park & Harrison, 1995; Roesch, Wee,
& Vaughn, 2006).

Big FiveInventory (BFI)
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John, Donahue, and Kentle (1991) constructed tHed@4#4-item, self-reported
assessment, to briefly access five personalitistraxtraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness. gditems in the BFI, 8 items measure
extraversion, 9 items measure agreeableness, 9 iteasure conscientiousness, 8 items
measure neuroticism, and 10 items measure openResponses are recorded with a Likert-
scale ranging from Id{sagree stronglyto 5 @gree strongly. Scoring is separately reported
based on each personality traits. The BFI instnim&s downloaded from the website,
http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/bfi.htm, folighresearch with permission by the copyright
holder, Oliver P. John.

Although the BFI does not provide an official mahwith published norms, previous
research demonstrated evidence of validity an@lability based on various norm groups
(Hampson & Goldberg, 2006; John & Srivastava, 1#&@nmstedt & John, 2007; Worrell &
Cross, 2004). For the internal consistency ofeson the subscales, John and Srivastava (1999)
reported .79 to .88 for undergraduates in the W&, Worrell and Cross (2004) reported.70 to
.83 for African American college students in theSJ. Also, mean of 8-week test-retest
reliabilities was .83 in undergraduates in the YF&ammstedt & John, 2007). With middle
adulthoods in the U. S., Hampson and Goldberg (pfafdhd that about 3-year test-retest
reliabilities ranged from .70 to .79.

John and Srivastava (1999) also examined conveey&tence with two other
instruments: Trait Descriptive Adjectives (TDA) aN&O Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI).
Across all five traits, the mean of convergentdi&iwas .81 between BFI and TDA and was .73
between BFI and NEO-FFI. Also, by confirmatory tacanalysis, standardized validity of each

trait of BFI scores was .92 with .94 for extraversi.92 for agreeableness, conscientiousness,
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and openness, and .90 for neuroticism. The averagbty coefficient of BFI scores (.92) was
higher than TDA (.87) and NEO-FFI (.79). Numeroesearch studies used the BFI to measure
five major personality traits (e.g. Hampson & Gadip 2006; Hart, Stasson, Mahoney, & Story,
2007; Rammstedt & John, 2006; Worrell & Cross, 2004

Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS)

Busby, Christensen, Crane, and Larson (1995) ré\asd reconstructed the RDAS, a 14-
item, self-reported assessment, to measure mantetion and quality of marital relationship.
The RDAS consisted of three subscales: the Dyadits€nsus (6 items), Satisfaction (4 items),
and Cohesion (4 items). For 13 items, responsereanrded with a Likert-type scaknging
from O @lways disagreeto 5 @lways agreg O @ll the timg to 5 feved, O (heve) to 4 Eevery
day), and O(neve) to 5 (more oftef Scores can range from 0 to 69 with higher score
reflecting higher marital satisfaction.

Busby et al. (1995) reported that the RDAS haahstrconstruct validity evidence,
internal consistency, and high correlations comgharigh other marital quality measures. Based
on the scores with a sample of distressed and rsbresised couples € 242), the Cronbach’s
alpha (internal consistency) reliability coefficias .90; the Guttman split-half reliability
coefficient is .94; the Spearman-Brown split-haliability is .95. Also, using confirmatory
factor analysis, internal structure of the RDASisture with distressed and non-distressed
samples were evidenced. Numerous research sughesthe RDAS to measure the level of
marital distress or the level of marital satisfact{e.g. Linda et al., 2008; Nezhad & Goodarzi,
2011; Reid, Carpenter, & Draper, 2011).

Demographic Questionnaire
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Additional demographic information from participantas collected to identify variables
possibly attributing to differences in marital sigtlevels of acculturation, or personality
characteristics. Two variables used in this stwdye the participants’ gender and spouses’
ethnicity. Also, as a covariate possibly attribgtio levels of acculturation, information
regarding years of living in the U. S. was collecté\lso, five questions were added to gather
information for future analyses: (a) years of bemmgrried with the current spouse, (b) number of
children, if any, who live in the participant’s hsmhold (c) the participant’s highest degree, (d)
primary religious orientation, if any, and (e) tlegion of the U. S. where the participant lives.
Reliabilitieswith Samplesin This Study

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SB88)was used to conduct reliability
analyses to check internal consistency of itentkenSL-ASIA, each subscale of the BFI, and
RDAS with the 92 samples in this study. For tweorye items of the SL-ASIA, Cronbach’s
alpha was .91 with 76 Asian samples in this stugyalnse only Asians took the SL-ASIA. For
BFI scores, Cronbach’s alpha was .78 for 8 itemextrfaversion, .76 for 9 items of
agreeableness, .74 for 9 items of conscientiousnéss$or 8 items of neuroticism, and .73 for 10
items of openness. Cronbach’s alpha was .82 fateids of the RDAS.

Data Collection Procedure

Participants were recruited through several acadkstserves including the Asian
American Counseling Association and the Asian An@riPsychological Association; social
web community sites including the National Assaomf Asian American Professionals; Asian
churches, personal blogs of Asians, and reseaschersonal academic and social circles via
both facial contact and emails. Emails and welipgs included description of eligible

participants, a request for participating, a beigblanation of the purpose of the research, a
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description of the steps to follow in order to papate, and a hyperlink directing participants to
the survey at SurveyMonkey.com.

SurveyMonkey.com, an internet-based research coyppaas used to collect data.
Participants completed an online consent form, dgaphic questionnaire, the RDAS, the BFlI,
and the SL-ASIA through SurveyMonkey.com. The malconsent form included a brief
explanation of the purpose of the research, dasmmipf eligible participants, potential risks,
discomforts, and anticipated benefits, proceduféleoresearch, data security, and researcher’s
contact information. Participants could choog@édy agreed to participate in the survey at the
end of the online consent form. Data also wertectdd through hardcopy versions of the
information document, the SL-ASIA, the RDAS, thelB&hd the demographic questionnaire. In
the information document, a brief explanation & purpose of the research, description of
eligible participants, potential risk, discomforésd anticipated benefits, procedures of the
research, data security, and researcher’s comfactration were addressed. Participants
generally took 20 to 30 minutes to complete th&@eissessment. Recruiting participants and
collecting data continued for about 8 months.

Data Analysis

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SB88)was used to conduct a multiple
regression, a factorial ANCOVA, a factorial ANOVaAnd a simple regression to obtain the
information needed to answer the research questiBatre conducting these data analyses,
basic statistical descriptions, such as meansgatdrdeviations, and range scores, about
demographic information were conducted. Also, nhadeumptions for each analysis were
checked.

Model Assumption
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Normality of the data was evaluated by reviewing ltlox-plots for the larger sample size
and the result of Shapiro-Wilk for the small sanmgige (under 30), and homogeneity of variance
by interpreting the Levene’s test of equality asaly For a regression, the linear relationship
between the criterion variable and predictor vdestand homoscedasticity were checked. For a
factorial ANCOVA, correlation between the levelaafculturation and the years of living in the
U. S. and homogeneity of regression were verifiedr a MANOVA, correlations among
dependent variables were verified.

Statistical Analyses

To determine the relationship among levels of aacation, personality characteristics,
and levels of marital satisfaction among Asiandsian couples and Asian-mixed couples, a
simple regression was conducted on RDAS scoresllmas8L-ASIA scores among Asians in
both Asian couples and Asian mixed couples. Amnashmaple regression was conducted on
RDAS scores based on SL-ASIA scores among AsiaoslinAsian-mixed couples. A multiple
regression was conducted on RDAS scores based losuBEcales’ scores among Asians in both
Asian couples and Asian-mixed couples. The SL-AStAre and BFI subscales’ score were
used as predictor variables and the RDAS scoreug@d as a criterion variable. The
predictability of levels of marital satisfaction bye acculturation level and personality
characteristics was determined based on the result.

A factorial ANCOVA was conducted on SL-ASIA scowgoss gender and spouses’
same or different ethnicity among Asians in botleAscouples and Asian-mixed couples to find
the differences in acculturation levels of Asiafitie SL-ASIA score was used as a dependent
variable, and gender and their spouses’ same fereiit ethnicity were used as independent

variables. Based on the theoretical assumpti@yelars of living in America affected the level
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of acculturation was used as covariate. Any sigauift differences in acculturation levels
between Asians in Asian couples and Asian-mixeglssuwere defined based on the result.

A factorial ANOVA was conducted on RDAS scores asrgender and marriage types in
individuals among Asian couples and Asian-mixedptesito find the differences of levels of
marital satisfaction between gender as well as éatvndividuals in Asian couples and Asian-
mixed couples. The RDAS score was used as a depewdriable, and gender and their
spouses’ same or different ethnicity were useddsgendent variables. Any significant
differences in levels of marital satisfaction asrgender and marriage types were defined based
on the result. Additionally, a one-way ANOVA wasnducted to explore group differences
between Asian individuals and non-Asian individuaisong Asian-mixed couples on RDAS
scores. The RDAS score was used as a dependatilgaand individuals’ ethnicity was used
as an independent variable. Any significant défexes in levels of marital satisfaction between
Asians and non-Asians among Asian-mixed couplegwefined based on the result.

A one-way MANOVA was conducted on five subscalethefBFI to determine different
personality characteristics between individualdsmn couples and Asian-mixed couples. Five
subscales’ scores of the BFI were used as depemdeables, and a marriage type was used as
an independent variable. Any significant persdapalnaracteristics among individuals in Asian
couples and Asian-mixed couples were defined basdte result.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, methods and procedures to obiapessary data to answer research
guestions were explained. Participants were restuising academic listserves, online social
web communities, Asian churches, and personal ldegsell as face-to-face contact through

researcher’s personal academic and social cirdibes. Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Indentity
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Acculturation Scale (SL-ASIA), the Big Five InvemgdBFI), the Revised Dyadic Adjustment

Scale (RDAS), and a demographic questionnaire wsed in the survey.

Ninety-two participants completed surveys eithedbapy survey or online survey via
Surveymonkey.com. Based on collected data, maltgjression, simple regression, factorial
ANCOVA, factorial ANOVA, one-way ANOVA, and one-wdyANCOVA analyses were
conducted to define each research question.

Organization of Remaining Chapters
In the two following chapters, results of analyaad discussion will be outlined.
Chapter 4 will present descriptive data of paraats and results of statistical analyses. In
chapter 5, the results, limitation of the reseantiplication for counselor educators,

practitioners, and trainees, and recommendatiofutare research will be discussed.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This study identified how the level of acculturatiand personality characteristics
affected the level of marital satisfaction amongaAarticipants based on marriage types in
either cross- or intra-cultural relationships. Tasearcher also examined if the level of
acculturation for Asian participants was differbased on their gender and spouses’ ethnicity, if
the level of marital satisfaction was different armgondividuals based on their gender and
marriage types, and if there were any particulasqeaality characteristics in individuals who
have cross-cultural relationships compared witls¢éhwho have intra-cultural relationships.

This chapter presents a description of the dembgrapofile of participants in this
study, descriptive statistics of the variables, sggllts of data analyses for the following
research questions.

1. To what extent is there a relationship amonglkewef acculturation, as measured by
the Suinn-Lew Asian Self-ldentity Acculturation $céSL-ASIA), personality characteristics, as
measured by the Big Five Inventory (BFI), and leva marital satisfaction, as measured by the
Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS) of Asianéaian couples and Asian-mixed
couples?

2. To what extent is there a difference in levélaazulturation, as measured by the SL-
ASIA, of Asians based on the gender and spouse® sa different ethnicity?

3. To what extent is there a difference of masgttisfaction, as measured by the RDAS,
among individuals in Asian couples and Asian-migedples based on the gender and marriage

types?
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4. To what extent is there a difference of perdpnaharacteristics, as measured by the

BFI, among individuals in Asian couples and Asiaixed couples?
Participant Demographics

Asian and non-Asian individuals in Asian couplasd &sian-mixed couples participated
in this study. Emails, online postings, and peas@ontact were used to recruit possible
participants through several academic listservelsidting the Asian American Counseling
Association and the Asian American Psychologicao&gtion; social community websites
including the National Association of Asian Amencarofessionals and Asian churches;
personal blogs of Asians; and the researcher'©patsicademic and social circles. Participants
completed either the hardcopy survey or the ordureey via SurveyMonkey.com. One
hundred twenty-four people accessed the onlineesyiand 74 people completed it, a rate of
approximately 60%. Additionally, eighteen peopbenpleted the hardcopy survey. Therefore,
the total of 92 surveys were utilized. Table 1vmles classification, gender, and sample size of

the participants.

Table 1
Sample Size
Asian couples Asian-mixed couples
Asians Non-Asians
n Percent n Percent n Percent
Male 22 23.91% 4 4.35% 14 15.22%
Female 27 29.35% 23 25.00% 2 2.17%

In Asian couples, the average age of male partitgpaas 41.32 (ranges from 28 to 59)

and of female participants was 34.81 (ranges frdarto50). The average of years living in the
48



U. S. was 15.72. The average of years being nitawith current spouse was 8.50 with one
missing response. In Asian-mixed couples, theangeage of male participants was 40.22
(ranges from 28 to 59) and of female participaras #9.24 (rages from 23 to 75). The average
of years living in the U. S. was 28.48. The averafjyears being married with current spouse
was 11.16 with 2 missing responses.

Of the 27 Asian participants in Asian-mixed coupld® indicated their spouses’
ethnicity, 18 (66.7%) reported as Caucasian, @3 as Hispanic/Latino(a), and 2 (7.4%) as
Mixed/Other. Of the 16 non-Asian participants isi@dn-mixed couples, 6 (37.5%) reported as
Caucasian, 1 (6.3%) as African American, 7 (43.8%Mispanic/Latino(a), and 2 (12.5%) as
Mixed/Others. Of the 92 participants, 16 (17.4%garted living in the Northeast, 1 (1.1%) in
the mid-Atlantic, 11 (12%) in the Southeast, 4 ¥4)3n the Midwest, 33 (35.9%) in the South,
18 (19.6%) in the West, and 9 (9.8%) in the Nortsiwe

Statistical Analyses
Resear ch Question 1

To define predictability of levels of marital sdéistion by levels of acculturation, two
simple regression analyses were conducted on RRA®s based on SL-ASIA scores among all
Asians and Asians having a cross-cultural relahgnsDescriptive statistics for each of the
observations are in Table 2. RDAS scores were altyrdistributed. Scatterplots were
analyzed, and no curvilinear relationships betwtercriterion variable and the predictor
variable or heteroscedascity were evident.

There was no statistically significant relationshgiween RDAS scores and SL-ASIA
scores among Asians in both Asian-couples and Asi&ed couplesk (1, 74) = .197p = .658

(see Table 3). A small effect size was noted wWB#b of the variance accounted for in the model,
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R? = .003. Thus, the level of acculturation was astatistically
of marital satisfaction among Asians. Given thagk size oh

would be detected for small effect si&g,> .096.

significant predictor of the level

= 76, statistical significance

Also, there was no statistically significant redauship between RDAS scores and SL-

ASIA scores among Asians having a cross-cultutatiomship,F (1, 25) = .103p = .751 (see

Table 3). A small effect size was noted with .4Pthe variance accounted for in the modil,

=.004. Thus, the level of acculturation was a@eba statistical

ly significant predictor of the

level of marital satisfaction among Asians in assrgultural relationship. Given the sample size

of n = 27, statistical significance would be detecteddrge effect size > .239.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for RDAS and SL-ASIA

All Asians Asians in Non-Asians in
Asian-mixed couples Asian-mixed couples
n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
RDAS 76 5096 7.63 27 50.85 8.20 16 51.31 6.20

SL-ASIA 76 248 0.63 27 296 049

Table 3

Simple Regression Results for RDAS

Predictor ~ Group B SEB § t p SP
SL-ASIA  All Asians -0.63 141 -0.05 -0.44 0.66 0300
Asians in
Asian-mixed 1.08 3.36 0.06 0.32 0.75 0.800
couples
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To define predictability of levels of marital sdtistion by personality characteristics, a
multiple regression analysis was conducted on RBéd®es based on scores in each subscale
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,oeism, and Openness) of the BFI among
all Asians including those in Asian couples andafssmixed couples. Descriptive statistics for
each of the observations are in Table 4. RDASescavere normally distributed. Scatterplots
were analyzed, and no curvilinear relationshipsvben the criterion variable and the predictor
variables or heteroscedascity were evident.

There was no statistically significant relationshgiween RDAS scores and each BFlI
subscales’ scores among AsiaR$s, 70) = 1.144p = .345. A small effect size was noted with
approximately 8% of the variance accounted fohsrnodel RZ = .076. Thus, personality
classifications were not statistically significaamedictors of the levels of marital satisfaction in
Asians (see Table 5). Given the sample size0f/6, statistical significance would be detected
for medium effect size¥ > .154.

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for RDAS and BFI in Asians

n Mean SD RDAS E A C N @)
RDAS 76 50.96 7.63 0.013 0.198 0.059 -0.242* 26.0
Extraversion(E) 76 25.72 5.23 - 0.057 0.252* 0.01%.391*
Agreeableness(A) 76 34.00 5.19 - 0.595* -0.512* 3@.1
Conscientiousness(C) 76 3291 4.93 - -0.289* 0.171
Neuroticism(N) 76 23.12 5.16 - -0.070
Openness(0) 76 33.78 4.66 -

*p< .05
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Table 5

Multiple Regression Results for RDAS

Predictor B SEB S t p SP
Extraversion 0.08 0.19 0.06 0.44 0.66 0.002
Agreeableness 0.24 0.24 0.16 1.02 0.31 0.014
Conscientiousness  -0.15 0.23 -0.10 -0.65 0.52 0.006
Neuroticism -0.28 0.20 -0.19 -1.43 0.16 0.027
Openness -0.11 0.21 -0.07 -0.53 0.60 0.004

Resear ch Question 2

A factorial analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was d4e examine differences in levels
of acculturation among Asians based on the gentespouses’ same or different ethnicity
across scores of the SL-ASIA controlling for yeafréiving in the United States. Descriptive
statistics are in Table 6. Assumptions of norgahbmogeneity of covariance, and
homogeneity of regression were met for this analy8limitrov (2009) noted covariates should
be correlated to the dependent variable. Theioakstip between the scores of the SL-ASIA and
years of living in the United States indicated aderate to strong relationship=£ .71,p < .001).
Thus length of residence in the United States appea be a tenable covariate that was
important to control in this study.

An alpha level of .05 was utilized. There was aatatistically significant interaction
between gender and spouses’ same or differentogtthrit (1,71) = .326p = .570,;7p2 =.005. A

small effect size was noted, with .5% of the vaceaccounted for in the model. A statistically
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significant difference was not noted between gegdeups across the score of the SL-ASFA,
(1,71) = .492p = .485,;7|02 =.007. A small effect size was noted, with .7the variance
accounted for in the model. However, a statidiicsignificant difference was noted between
Asians with Asian spouses and Asians with non-Asfawuses across the score of the SL-ASIA,
F (1, 71) = 10.685p = .002,n,° = .131. A moderate to large effect size was nokeith,
approximately 13% of the variance accounted fahexmodel. Thus, Asians in cross-cultural
marriages showed higher levels of acculturatiom thsians in intra-cultural marriages.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics and Adjusted Means for tbar& of SL-ASIA across Different Groups

Asians having Asian partner Asians having non-Asian partner
Adjusted Adjusted
n Mean SD Mean n Mean SD Mean
Male 22 211 0.38 2.24 4 2.87 0.67 2.74
Female 27 2.30 0.63 2.40 23 2.97 0.47 2.76

Resear ch Question 3

To define differences in levels of marital satisi@e among participants based on the
gender and cross- or intra-cultural marriage types X 2 ANOVA was conduced on RDAS
scores across the gender and marriage types. pha &vel of .05 was utilized. Males and
females were normally distributed. The marriageetwas also normally distributed for cross-
cultural marriage and intra-cultural marriage. fdaces were homogeneolsevene(3, 88) =

1.626,p = .1809.
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There was not a statistically significant interantbetween gender and the marriage type,
F (1, 88) = .556p = .458. Also, there were no statistically sigrafnt differences either in
gender or in the marriage type. For gen#gf, 88) = .869p = .354, and a small effect size
was notedd = .185. For the marriage tyge (1, 88) = .017p = .898, and a small effect size
was notedd = .0004 (see Table 7). Thus, there were no difiggs in levels of marital
satisfaction between males and females as wek@gelen individuals in Asian couples and
Asian-mixed couples. Given the sample siza 8f92, statistical significance would be detected
for a medium effect sizel = .59.

Additionally, a one-way ANONVA was conduced to eoqa group differences between
Asians and non-Asians among Asian-mixed couplesan RDAS scores. An alpha level of
.05 was utilized. Individuals in Asian-mixed coeplere normally distributed. Variances were
homogeneouss evene(1, 41) = .983p = .327. No statistically significant differenceasvfound
between Asian and non-Asian individuals in Asiamxdi couplesk (1, 42) = .038p = .847,
and a small effect size was notdd; .061 (see Table 2). Thus, among individuals e
cross-cultural relationship, there was no diffeeeirclevels of marital satisfaction between
Asian individuals and non-Asian individuals. Givitie sample size of = 43, statistical
significance would be detected for a large effext, sl = .876.

Table 7

Average RDAS Score across Gender and Marriage Type

Asian couples Asian-mixed couples
n Mean SD n Mean SD
Male 22.00 51.18 6.41 18 52.56 6.25
Female 27 50.89 8.22 25 49.92 8.14
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Resear ch Question 4

To determine different personal characteristicsragnadividuals in Asian couples and
Asian-mixed couples, an one-way MANOVA was conddaia five subscales — extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticisngarhess- in the BFI. An alpha level of .05
was utilized. Descriptive statistics for the degremt variables across individuals in Asian
couples and Asian-mixed couples are in Table &uAwmtions for normality were met based on
box-plots, and for homogeneity of covariances (Bdt'= 30.813p = .016) were met. A
statistically significant difference was identifiedtween individuals in two different marriage
types and five dependent variables, Wilks= .867,F (5, 86) = 2.632p = .029. Approximately
13% of the variance in the model was accountethftite combined dependent variables across
different marriage types of individuals, yieldingmall effect. The study has a moderate effect
size (= .15). Based on sensitivity power analysis, stial significance would be detected
with small effect sizeff= .09) with given sample size nf= 92.

A post hoc discriminant analysis was conductedetermine how the differences of each
group of individuals were manifested across theeddpnt variables. There was one
discriminant function, and it was significant, Wilki = .87, 47 (5) = 12.46p = .029. Openness
loaded stronglyr(= .82) and had a moderate relationsifip-(.68), conscientiousness loaded
moderately ( = .68) and had a moderate relationslfig=(.54), and extraversion loaded
moderately i( = .53) and had a small relationship=< .12) to the discriminant function (see
Table 9). Agreeableness and neuroticism also tbadd had relationship to the discriminant
function, but not strongly affected (see Table Based upon these results, individuals having

cross-cultural relationships (in Asian-mixed cospleend to have greater openness and
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conscientiousness and some level of extraversiam itidividuals having intra-cultural
relationships (in Asian couples).

Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for BFI

Individuals in Individuals in

Asian couples Asian-mixed couples
Dependent n Mean SD n Mean SD
Variables
Extraversion 49 24.53 4.66 43 26.80 6.26
Agreeableness 49 33.59 5.03 43 34.95 5.66
Conscientiousness 49 32.08 4.18 43 34.79 6.01
Neuroticism 49 22.94 5.22 43 21.63 5.88
Openness 49 32.96 4.67 43 36.26 5.77
Table 9

Correlation and Coefficients and Standardized FiorcCoefficients

Dependent Variables Correlation and Standardizexttion
Coefficients Coefficients
Openness 0.82 0.68
Conscientiousness 0.68 0.54
Extraversion 0.53 0.12
Agreeableness 0.33 0.01
Neuroticism -0.31 -0.02
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Chapter Summary

Based on the survey responses of ninety-two Asidman-Asian individuals in Asian
couples and Asian-mixed couples, various analyses wsed to answer research questions.
Two simple regression analyses were conductedhbu were no significant relationships
between levels of marital satisfactions and leeékscculturation among all Asians, and even
Asian individuals having a cross-cultural relatioips A multiple regression analysis was
conducted, but there was no significant relation$t@tween levels of marital satisfaction and
personality characteristics among Asians. Twaooigaf ANOVA analyses were conducted, but
there were no significant differences in levelsnafrital satisfaction across gender and different
marriage types among all participants and betwesarAindividuals and non-Asian individuals
among Asian-mixed couples. However, Asian indigidun Asian-mixed couples showed
slightly higher acculturation levels than Asianiinduals in Asian-couples. Also, individuals in
Asian-mixed couples showed higher openness andiemt®usness and tended to be more
extraversion than individuals in Asian-couples.

Organization of Remaining Chapters

The final chapter will discuss results of the studlymitations of this research and

implications for counselor educators, practitionarsl trainees will be also discussed.

Recommendations for future research will be pradide
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

This chapter includes the following: discussionw#lesults presented in chapter 4,
implications and recommendations for counselor aths, practitioners, and trainees,
limitations of the research, and recommendation$utoire research.

The purpose of this study was to compare maritadfaation, cultural differences, and
personality characteristics across Asian-mixed Esuiand Asian couples in the United States.
The researcher examined how the level of acculamrand personality characteristics affected
the level of marital satisfaction among Asian ptnts based on marriage types in either cross-
or intra-cultural relationships; if the level ofcdturation for Asian participants was different
based on their gender and spouses’ ethnicity; fathe ievel of marital satisfaction was different
among individuals based on their gender and maitigges. Finally, the researcher studied if
there were any particular personality charactessti individuals who have cross-cultural
relationships compared with those who have intlaical relationships.

Discussion of Results
Personality Characteristics Among Individualsin Asian Couples and Asian-Mixed Couples

Individuals in Asian-mixed couples showed signifittg higher levels of openness,
conscientiousness, and extraversion than indivedimafsian couples in this study. Because
there was no previous quantitative study aboutqrel#ty traits in Asian-mixed couples and
cross-cultural couples, this finding is a meanihghrnerstone in this field, explaining the
unique dynamic of Asian-mixed couples and posshigtegies to maintain their marriage.
Higher levels of openness and extraversion of idd@&ls in Asian-mixed couples probably gave

more opportunities to be actively engaged, hormest,unreserved with others, which may
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contribute to the decision to be with a partnenfra different culture. Higher levels of openness
and conscientiousness may lead individuals in Asiared couples to be more willing to discuss
and deal with marital conflicts and be consciouthefr partner’s feelings and ideas. These
personality characteristics are possible strenfgithmdividuals in Asian-mixed couples leading
to increased resilience and marital stability.

Extant research on personality characteristicssés in mixed couple relationships is
not salient in the literature. However, increaspdnness, conscientiousness, and agreeableness
found in Asian-mixed couples are consistent wittvpus research related to cross-cultural
couples. Gareis (2000) conducted qualitative meseand reported that empathy, patience,
flexibility, and openness could be important fastor a successful cross-cultural friendship.
Heller and Wood (2000) also argued that cross-rllzouples are more willing to be open and
talk about issues and differences, and it potdptiatreases mutual understanding and intimacy.
Biever, Bobele, and North (1998) suggested thaszowltural couples may be more open to
understanding and accepting differences due tprbeess of discussing and negotiating their
differences, and negative attention from familysociety may increase couples’ tolerance and
intimacy. Furthermore, Rosen-Grandon, Myers, aatiél(2004) found respect, forgiveness,
romance, support, and sensitivity are key compaena loving marriage.

Relationship Among Marital Satisfaction, Acculturation, and Personality Characteristics

In this study the level of acculturation of AsiansAsian-mixed couples did not
significantly predict the level of marital satist@n. Hence, higher levels of acculturation for
Asians in Asian-mixed couples do not directly affievels of marital satisfaction. In explaining
this finding, Asians in Asian-mixed couples alre&aiyew and admitted that cultural differences

exist with their partners (Heller & Wood, 2000) t bibey were willing to be in a committed
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relationship with their partner because they propabncluded the cultural differences were not
important or that such differences appeared mamdgeddditionally, this study demonstrates
that higher levels of openness and conscientiossmey help to manage cultural differences as
well. Higher levels of extraversion and openneatst of Asians in Asian-mixed couples may
even encourage new behaviors and learning oppagsinvith their partners. The lack of
significance between acculturation and martiak$attion is meaningful because it minimizes
the negative role of cultural differences in Asranked couples’ marital relationships.
Therefore, cultural differences may actually beosifve characteristic in marriage, as opposed
to being conceived of as an impediment or soura®nfiict (Biever et al., 1998; Falicov, 1995;
Heller &Wood, 2007; Hsu, 2001 Waldman & Rubalca@05) for Asian-mixed couples.

The lack of a significant relationship between diceation and marital satisfaction was
not consistent with some previous research. Miestipus researchers insisted cultural
differences were a main cause of conflicts andeBstin cross-cultural couples (Biever et al.,
1998; Falicov, 1995; Heller &Wood, 2007; Hsu, 200&aldman & Rubalcava, 2005), and other
researchers found relationships between cultufidrdnces and marital satisfaction or marital
guality (Kim, Edwards, Sweeney, & Wetchler, 2012Zgy &Snyder, 2000).

For instance, Kim, Edwards, Sweeney, and WetcBlgtZ) found acculturation was an
important factor on relational satisfaction amorgjaiis having White partners. However, the
current study included various racial partnersh@athan only White spouses) and a wider range
in the length of time of individuals’ living in thenited States and in duration of marriage with
current partners. Also, Kim and her colleaguesiube Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI) to
measure relationship satisfaction and the StepimeMisdtigroup Acculturation Scale (SMAS) to

measure acculturation; however, the Revised Dyadjastment Scale (RDAS) and the Suinn-
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Lew Asian Self-Identity Acculturation Scale (SL-Aglwere used in this study. The wider
parameters set for participants and the use ddréifit instruments may account for
inconsistencies found in the results of this study.

Negy and Snyder (2000) identified a significanatieinship between acculturation and
marital distress of Mexican American wives and iirbgpanic White partners, particularly in
role orientation and child rearing; however, th&y bt find any relationship between
acculturation and marital distress of Mexican Aroani husbands and non-Hispanic White
partners. In the current study no specific measab®ut role orientation or child rearing were
utilized, but broader and more general items ontalaelationships were covered.
Relationships among constructs such as role otientachild rearing, and affective
communication may be not enough to generalizedlaionship between the level of marital
satisfaction and the level of acculturation, beeamsurital relationships may be complicated with
multiple influential factors.

Furthermore, Bustamante, Nelson, Henriksen, andakes (2011) conducted a
qualitative study and explained that moderate @gration, as opposed to being highly
acculturated or minimally acculturated, was an ing@ aspect to increased marital satisfaction.
Keeping in mind the quantitative nature of the préstudy and the results of Bustamante et al.,
the relationship between acculturation and masiékfaction should have been curvilinear, with
higher levels of marital satisfaction exhibitedhwhoderate levels of acculturation; however,
this was not the case.

Another finding in this study was that personatibaracteristics do not significantly
predict the level of marital satisfaction of AsiansAsian-mixed couples as well as for Asians in

Asian couples. Although individuals including Assain Asian-mixed couples showed higher
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levels of personality traits of openness, consmeshess, and extraversion in the previous
findings in this study, no relationship betweenspeality characteristics and marital satisfaction
in Asians was evident. Marital satisfaction mayhled to predict based on the five primary
personality characteristics, but more specific peadity traits and aspects, such as respect and/or
forgiveness, may affect marital satisfaction inaks. Thus, the martial satisfaction or marital
guality of Asians in Asian-mixed couples, possiiolgluding Asians in Asian couples, should be
considered on broader and wider spectrum includsign cultural norms, additional personality
traits, and cultural differences.

There is no salient research on the relationshiywdsn personality characteristics and
marital satisfaction in Asian-mixed couples. Hoee\earlier studies about personality
characteristics and marital quality were conduetét same cultural couples and found a
consistently negative relationship between the taasatisfaction and neuroticism (e.g., Kelly &
Conley, 1987; Schmitt, Kliegel, & Shapiro, 2007}t lgenerally positive relationships with
openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousnaeagples of Western cultures (e.g., Watson &
Humrichouse, 2006). An extraversion trait showedhaonsistent relationship with marital
satisfaction (e.g., Lester, Haig, & Monello, 198%hen et al., 2007). Although they are not
exactly comparable, the findings in this studyssmewhat inconsistent with previous research.

The inconsistent results may be explained by diffenorms determining the quality of a
marital relationship in Asian cultures (Chen et 2007). Most previous research studies on the
relationship between the marital quality and peasibhwere conducted in Western cultures.
Also, the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scales (RDA&} weveloped and evaluated on Western
cultures. Seki, Matsumoto, and Imahori (2002)¢atkd Japanese couples highly valued

understanding partners in intimacy relationshilgst only the relationship between couples, but
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also a relationship with children and even exterfdedly members is important in most Asians’
marital relationships, which is not consideredhia RDAS. Additionally, Chen et al. (2007)
found in Japanese couples that a person’s parntipalaonality characteristics affected the
partner’s level of marital adjustment, but not Inés/own level of marital adjustment. For
example, husband’s neuroticism related with wifaarital satisfaction and wife’s extroversion
related with husband’s marital satisfaction in Jegs& couples. Chen et al.’s study indicated
some personality traits may relate with partneratital satisfaction in Asians.

Acculturation Among Asiansin Asian Couplesand Asian-Mixed Couples

In this study Asians with non-Asian partners présémoderately higher levels of
acculturation than Asians with Asian partners,altih, all Asian participants showed some
level of acculturation. Due to the lack of exteggearch on this topic, comparative results are
not available. Nevertheless, this finding is digant due to providing empirical support for
previous assumptions and qualitative findings Hwdh individuals or at least one individual in
cross-cultural couples acculturates into the oplaetner’s culture (e.g., Bustamante et al., 2011;
Casmir, 1993; Falicov, 1995). This result alsoesgyp to be a logical conclusion considering
that Asians living in the United States tend tameand adopt American (or Western) culture
including language, attitudes, customs, and valis®me degree, regardless of whether they
belong to an Asian community or not.

Bubenzer and West (1992) identified that couplesgmdifferent perspectives related to
history, values, and worldviews when two individtileecome a couple whether they identify as
same cultural couples or cross-cultural couplesuples who come from similar cultures still
share common language and general values, persggedind traditions. Therefore, Asians with

Asian partners are likely to keep their generabAstulture, such as language, food, and

63



collectivistic values and traditions even thougéytise English and adopt some customs for
their careers or within American communities.

On the other hand, cross-cultural couples needheeae an adaptive and flexible view
of cultural differences that allows spouses to rt@mindividuated values, negotiate conflict
areas, and develop a new cultural code that sycdilyliand literally integrate both cultures
(Falicov, 1995). Acculturation is a pertinent pges for cross-cultural couples with partners and
families at home. Asians in Asian-mixed couplesly in the United States often acculturate at
home as well as at work and in their social commyurAsians in Asian-mixed couples who live
in the United States and their partners who aedyjlikom American (Western) cultures are more
likely to defer to their partners’ Western cultundyich would likely impact the levels of
acculturation in Asians with non-Asian partners entiran Asians with Asian partners.
Bustamante et al. (2011) identified one partnarttical deference as one of the coping
mechanisms of cross-cultural couples.

Marital Satisfaction Among Individualsin Asian Couples and Asian-Mixed Couples

Individuals in Asian couples and in Asian-mixed plas did not show differences in the
level of marital satisfaction in this study. Irhet words, although cross-cultural couples have
additional difficulties and conflicts due to theegter cultural differences (McGoldrick & Preto,
1984), they do not have less marital satisfac@édtheast for Asian-mixed couples in this study.
This finding suggests a more positive perspectveatds the marital relationships of Asian-
mixed couples. Also, considering the previousifigd of higher levels of some personality
characteristics of individuals in Asian-mixed caegphs well as the higher level of acculturation

of Asians in Asian-mixed couples, marital satisfatiappears to not be impacted.
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Cross-cultural couples, like most married coupdes,likely to experience relationship
issues (Tallman & Hsiao, 2004). All couples needégotiate through conflicts. Compared to
Asians in Asian couples, higher levels of opennessscientiousness, and extraversion probably
help individuals in Asian-mixed couples to be mopen to differences, discuss and negotiate
differences and conflicts, and attend to theirtr@heship and partner. Also, higher levels of
acculturation may help the couple negotiates andgs cultural differences. Heller and Wood
(2000) mentioned that instead of assuming or ptimigsimilarity and agreement about some
issues with a partner, there is a willingness tbdisclose and talk about issues and differences
which potentially increases mutual understandirag lads to intimacy in cross-cultural couples.

Furthermore, Asians usually consider family verpartant, and maintaining family
wellbeing tends to be a priority rather than fongson their own individual needs (Kim,
Atkinson, & Umemoto, 2001). The U. S. Departmehnitiealth and Human Services reported
that Asian women showed the highest probabilitifafing a first marriage last up to 20 years;
both Asian men and women presented the lowest o&tdisorce from the 2006-2010 National
Survey data (Copen, Daniels, Vespa, & Mosher, 20M)st Asian females, influenced by
Buddhism and /or Confucianism cultures, emphasimgly harmony, respect for husbands, and
caring for children (Hamid, Simmonds, & Bowles, 200 Thus, all these unique mechanisms
contribute to a stable marriage for Asian-mixedpdes.

In existing research, cross-cultural couples requbleéss marital satisfaction and higher
divorce rates (e.g., Bratter & King, 2008; Fu, T.&&aKendall, 2001; Zhang & Hook, 2009).
Conversely, White male with non-White female cogpled not show significant differences in
divorce rates compared with White couples (Brat&ting, 2008) as well as White with African

American couples (Fu & Wolfinger, 2011). This fing is consistent with the present study in
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that no differences in marital satisfaction betw@sran couples and Asian-mixed couples were
evident.
Resear ch | mplications and Recommendations

The Association for Multicultural Counseling andve@®pment (AMCD) developed the
Multicultural Counseling Competencies to guide cseiars’ multicultural sensitivity
(Arredondo et al., 1996). ACA infused multicultlisen into the2005 ACA Code of Ethite
indicate the importance of multicultural awarenesounselors (ACA, 2005). Also, ti2909
Standard2f Council for Accreditation of Counseling & RetatEducational Programs
(CACREP) focused on multicultural related educatmmfuture counselors (CACREP, 2009).

D’Andrea and Heckman (2008) reviewed previous raultural outcome research
studies conducted across various topics and popugathowever, studies in cross-cultural
couples are rare in counseling research despitedbe to focus on unique and different
relational issues (Bustamante et al., 2011; Sull&aCottone, 2006). Even though there is a
rapidly increasing Asian population in the U. Slydimited research on Asian with non-Asian
couples was present in the literature (Kim et2812). Most research related to cross-cultural
couples’ relationships focused on cultural differesy but no previous research study considered
personality characteristics (Garcia, 2006). In,fdee majority of literature on cross-cultural
relationships emphasized the hardship of establishnd maintaining cross-cultural
relationships, but rarely recognized successfullaadthy cross-cultural relationship (Gaines &
Agnew, 2003).

Based on the lack of research and the unique needgal satisfaction, acculturation,
and personality of Asians in both Asian-mixed cesphnd Asian couples were evaluated and

compared. The findings in this study yielded savexcommendations of benefit to counselor
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educators, practitioners, and future counselors widk, teach, and serve Asians especially
Asian-mixed couples. Practitioners and future selors should be aware of higher levels of
openness, conscientiousness, and extraversiownligfdoals in Asian-mixed couples; these
personality characteristics for Asian-mixed cougdessibly strengthen and benefit their cross-
cultural relationships. Although this study fouma significant relationship between levels of
marital satisfaction and specific personality cteastics, some personality characteristics of
individuals within the couple may be integral tolplem solving and enhancing the relationship
(Biever et al., 1998; Gareis, 2000; Rosen-Grantibyers, & Hattie, 2004). Higher levels of
openness, conscientiousness, and extraversion ellaykian-mixed couples to be more open to
differences, discuss and manage conflicts andsssunel maintain their relationships. These
personality characteristics may serve as protefde®rs to conflicts arising in marriage for
cross-cultural couples.

Practitioners and future counselors should be aniacaltural differences in cross-
cultural couples, but also not assume that alllaisfare due to cultural differences. Cross-
cultural couples may have difficulties becauseuwfural differences (Bhugra & De Silva, 2000;
Fu, Tora, & Kendall, 2001; Hsu, 2001; Sullivan &t@me, 2006; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005),
but it is not likely the predominant reason for fiots. Therefore, counselors should be cautious
of biases and stereotypes in their examinatiorooples’ conflicts. Practitioners and future
counselors should recognize that the amount ofi@lltlifferences or levels of acculturation
does not necessarily relate with the marital sattghn in Asian-mixed couples, because they
already acknowledged that they could not avoiducaltdifferences when they chose to have a
cross-cultural marriage. Additionally, higher l&sef openness, conscientiousness, and

extraversion of individuals in Asian-mixed couppesbably helps them manage conflicts and
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protect their marriage despite the differencesm@ared to Asians in Asian couples, moderately
higher levels of acculturation for Asians in Asiamxed couples can explain a greater degree of
accommodation and acceptance of different cultuvegsh possibly positively impacts their
marriage.

Practitioners and future counselors should notrassfisian-mixed couples are less
satisfied with or more distressed in their marritlgen Asian couples. Although some previous
research found less satisfaction or higher divoate in cross-cultural couples (e.g., Bratter &
King, 2008; Fu, Tora, & Kendall, 2001; Zhang & He@009), this study, along with past extant
research (e.g., Bratter & King, 2008; Fu & Wolfing2011) found no differences in the level of
marital satisfaction. As most married couples hgemeral and unique relational issues (Tallman
& Hsiao, 2004), a conflict due to greater cultutdferences is unique to cross-cultural couples,
but such conflict does not indicate that crosstraltcouples are more distressed in their
marriages. Specific personality traits (e.g., oy@=s, conscientiousness, and extraversion) and
some level of acculturations may increase Asianeshigouples’ level of marital satisfaction.
Therefore, rather than focusing negative aspecsssumptions, counselors should help Asian-
mixed couples to expand and draw on these strengths

An additional recommendation in working with Asiamxed couples and Asian couples
is to know some general Asian values and avoid smgpWestern values that lead to
misunderstandings and misleading assumptidine following list is based on Asian values
suggested by Kim and his colleagues (2001) ande3c(005).

1. each individual should resolve psychological protdeon his or her own;
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2. family and family reputation is very important, isalividuals should avoid
misrepresenting family names and follow family neramd expectations to maintain
family well-being;
3. respect for parents, elders, and authority figig@siportant;
4. maintaining interpersonal harmony is importantirgbviduals need to be
accommodating;
5. placing others’ needs before considering one’s naads is important;
6. education and occupational achievement is very rlapt
Counselor educators should educate future courssabmut unique and general issues
and conflicts as well as strengths of Asian-mixedptes. Counselor educators should help
future counselors be culturally sensitive and caete Also, educators should encourage future
researchers and counselors to engage in resedatgdreo multicultural relationships due to the
lack of research studies and strategies to assiahAnixed couples, and even Asian couples.
Limitations

This study had several limitations. First, randassignment is not possible in an
explanatory non-experimental study, so there wagespossibility of uncontrolled and
unmeasured confounding variables and limitatiorepyesent the target population that affects
the generalizability of findings (Gall, Gall, & Bgr2006). There was no control of participants’
temporary or accidental circumstances affectingatere marital relationships (e.g., recent
trauma, pregnancy, or other seminal events).

Moreover, a large sample size (e.g. thirty for ega@dup) was required to ensure

generalizability and the statistical and practalver, but collecting enough data with

individuals in Asian couples and Asian-mixed cogphath balanced groups ratio that met this
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criterion was difficult. In this study, comparagigtatistics were evaluated across an unbalanced
design, thereby limiting generalizability and statal power. In addition, the sample size was
smaller for the regression analyses because datayfAsian participants were used. Due to the
extremely unbalanced ratio in gender of Asians streA-mixed couples (4 males and 23
females), comparing gender differences was notilplessHowever, Taylor et al. (2010) found
that Asian women are twice more likely than Asiaennto be married with non-Asian partners,
and this study is representative of this trend.

Recommendationsfor Future Studies

Based on the findings and limitations in this studyure studies need to investigate
cross-cultural couples, particularly Asian with pésian partners. Because the sample size in
this study was small, statistical power and geimhility were limited, especially for predicting
the level of marital satisfaction based on thelle¢@cculturation and personality characteristics.
Therefore, similar research with larger samplessa®d balanced groups would be helpful for
increasing generalizability. In addition, a largample size could lead to investigations with
more variables pertinent to this research, sugraéser’s specific ethnicity, gender differences,
levels of education, years of being married with ¢carrent partner, levels of extended family
support, number of children, and religious belief.

Because this study was conducted based on indigiduaouples, it was not possible to
match couple’s response up and compare or comagle’s responses. Previous research
showed the influence and relationship of one padrmeiltural deference and particular
personalities on the other partner (e.g., Cheh,e2@07; Gottman, Driver, & Tabares, 2002).
Although this study did not find any predictabildy the level of marital satisfaction based on

Asian participants’ own levels of acculturation gretsonality characteristics, it would be
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interesting and meaningful to see if there is aigtionship or predictability of the level of
marital satisfaction of non-Asian partners basedsian partners and vice versa.

Also, the researcher only recruited participantmigj in the United States with the
assumption that non-Asian partners mostly holditéderican culture and Asians tend to adopt
the Western culture. Examination of non-Asianigele of acculturation toward Asian culture,
and how it affects their marriage is non-existerthie literature. Even to examine and compare
the degree of acculturation between Asian with Asian couples living in the United States and
living in a country in Asia might be interestingdameaningful to see how dominant cultures or
husband/wife roles play into acculturation.

Finally, developing counseling interventions ana/onducting experimental studies to
evaluate interventions for Asian-mixed couplegiibrsecessary. Although there are several
recommended counseling interventions for cross4allcouples (e.g., postmodern approach,
culturally based couple’s therapy, and pre-maniteéntories), empirical research is necessary
for evaluation of the aforementioned claims.

Conclusion

The researcher attempted to provide evidenceeofalationship of Asian-mixed couples’
marital satisfaction, acculturation level, and pesdity characteristics as compared to
acculturation level, marital satisfaction, and peedity characteristics among Asian-mixed
couples and Asian couples. One of the most pertttiiedings is that individuals in Asian-mixed
coupes tend to have higher levels of opennesscEmi®usness, and extraversion. Also, Asians
in Asian-mixed couples showed moderately higheelewf acculturation than Asians in Asian
couples. These findings explained that thesequéati personalities and some level of

acculturation help Asian-mixed couples manage aafand issues, protect their marriage from
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possible risks and conflicts that arise in theirmage, and attain similar marital satisfactiontwit
Asian couples. The level of acculturation or paedity characteristics did not predict the level
of marital satisfaction in Asians in Asian-mixeduptes. Based on this finding, cultural
differences were not recognized as an essentiaihkiiye marital relationships of Asian-mixed
couples.

These findings will help counselor educators, ptiaciers, and future counselors
understand Asian-mixed couples to better assistth@ounselors should be open to all
possibilities and avoid making assumptions or stgmng Asian-mixed couples. Counselors
need to be aware and understand individual cultlifidrences and cultural values. Counselors
also should focus on Asian-mixed couples’ strentgtigcilitate their building stronger
relationships. It is imperative that counseloraatars continue to provide opportunities for
future counselors to develop a high level of multigral sensitivity. Future research is needed
with Asian-mixed couples or cross-cultural couplemg a larger sample size, paired designs,

and more culturally appropriate variables.
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