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The purpose of the study was to examine the characteristics of the Kansas Marital Satisfaction
Scale(KMSS). KMSS was designed as a short and direct assessment of marital satisfaction. The
scale consists of three items where respondents are directly asked how satisfied they are with
their marriage, with their partner as a spouse, and with their relationship with their spouse.

1) Through item analysis, three items were significant discrimination for husbands and wives.

2) The KMSS consisted of 1 factor for husbands and wives.

3) Cronbach alpha estimates of internal consistency reliability of .93 for husband and of .89 for
wives.

4) For wives, the item means between satisfaction with their marriage and satisfaction with their
relationsphip with their husbands were significantly different, even though the items were highly
correfated. For husbands, three item means weren't significantly different.

5) The distribution of responses to the scale for husbands and wives departed significantly from
normality in terms of skewness and kurtosis.
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6) The scale was correlated, in expected directions, with the Marital Comparison Level Index
(MCLD and Marital Instability Index(MII), for husbands and wives.

In conclusion, the scale offers promise for use in clinical evaluation and survey research where
a brief but reliable measure of marital satisfaction is required.
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