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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present study was to assess the 
effects of a Relationship Enhancement program on the rela
tionship adjustment of premarital couples. Fifty 
experimental subjects were given the Guerney Relationship 
Enhancement program over an 8 week period, while fifty- 
eight contact control subjects participated in a relation
ship discussion group over the same period of time. Two 
measures of relationship adjustment, the Relationship Change 
Scale (RCS) and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) were 
administered to the experimental and control groups at pre
test and posttest. Results showed that the experimental 
group made a significant increase on the RCS compared to the 
control group from pretest to posttest, while both groups 
showed a significant increase, on the DAS. Discussion 
focused on possible explanations for the differential 
results on the two dependent measures and a discussion of 
the implications of RE training for premarital couples from 
a developmental perspective.

vii



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem
There is considerable consensus among researchers 

and clinicians that the lack of effective communication is 
a common problem area in marriage (e.g., Bolts,'1970; Satir, 
1972; Mace, 1975). Because premarital couples do not 
usually have a long history of communication problems and 
have not yet evolved a "set" communication system, many have 
started to call for a focus on the premarital relationship 
as the developmental point for establishing effective inter
personal communication patterns (e.g., Ard and Ard, 1969; 
Sohauble and Hill, 1976). In addition, several research 
findings have supported: a) the empirical link between the 
use of effective communication skills and progress in rela
tionship development (Lewis, 1973; Krain, 1975); and b) the 
empirical link between communication efficiency and marital 
adjustment (Navran, 1967; Kind, 1968; Burke, 1976; Powell, 
1978) . These findings render plausible the idea that 
learning effective cpmmunication skills would have an impor
tant effect on the enhancement of premarital relationships 
and their futures.
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Several communication training programs have been 
developed and applied to a premarital population (Guerney, 
1977; Miller, Nunnally and Wackman, 1976; Van Zoost, 1973). 
Guerney's (1977) Relationship Enhancement (RE) program is 
one of the most widely used and tested of these communi
cation programs. Several studies have shown that premarital 
couples who participate in Guerney1s Relationship Enhance
ment programs learn self-disclosure and empathy skills, two 
important components of communication, as measured by pre- 
and post training (Ginsberg and Vogelsong, 1977) and six 
month follow up (Avery, Ridley, Leslie and Milholland, 1979) 
behavioral assessments. However, as Avery et a!. (1979, p.
10) suggested, "further research is needed to assess other 
dimensions of the program such as: a) the degree to which 
couples employ the skills in their daily interaction, b) the 
effects of the skill learning on couples1 relationship 
satisfaction and adjustment, and c) the extent to which 
these skills are generalized to social interactions with 
others."

The specific focus of this research will be to 
assess the effects of learning, self-disclosure and empathy 
skills, via a Relationship Enhancement program, on couples' 
relationship adjustment.
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Hypothesis
In this study it is hypothesized that learned self- 

disclosure and empathy skills will increase significantly 
relationship adjustment in the experimental group relative 
to the control group as measured by pre- and post-training 
(learning) assessments of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
(Spanier, 1976) and the Relationship Change Scale (Guerney, 
1977)/

Overview of Procedures and Definition of Terms 
The study used a pretest-posttest control group 

experimental design with 25 couples in the experimental 
group (treatment group) and 29 couples in a relationship 
discussion group (contact control group). The treatment 
program, based on Guerney's model, was a structured educa
tional program designed to improve progressively the ■ 
couples' self-disclosure (expressive mode) and empathy 
(empathic mode) skills. Self-disclosure in this context is 
defined as the ability to express one’s emotions, thoughts, 
and desires clearly and honestly without generating \ 
unnecessary hostility and defensiveness in the recipient of 
the communication (Guerney, 1977). Empathy is defined as 
the ability to respond with understanding and acceptance.
The dependent variable is relationship adjustment which will 
be measured by Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale and, 
the Relationship Change Scale (Guerney, 1977).
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Assumptions Underlying the Study

1* The learning of self-disclosure and empathy 
skills is a constant. There was little variation in experi
mental subjects1 acquisition of skills at posttesting (Avery 
et al., 1979) .

2. The dependent variables are interval level 
(Spanier1s Dyadic Adjustment Scale and the Relationship 
Change Scale) and the independent variables are nominal 
level (treatment/ time and sex).

3. The study is internally valid; that is, there 
are no historical or maturational differences between 
experimental and control groups which can account for change 
effects.

Importance of the Study
There are several facts which point to the impor

tance of developing an effective communication pattern and 
its hypothesized benefits during the premarital stage.
First, in recent years marital companionship and conjugal 
love have become the central bonds of family solidarity and 
stability (Hill and Aldous, 1969). In addition, the rela- . 
tively open marital structure in America today places a 
heavier burden upon the effectiveness of interpersonal 
communication between marital .partners than would be true in 
a more precedent-bound structure (Rausph, Goodrich and 
Campbell„ 1963). According to Rausch and his colleagues.
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In a system which is open at a given point, effec
tiveness of coping does not involve adapting to what 
is, but requires working out what is to bei Where 
a couple is to work out its own solution to a stage- 
relevant problem concepts such as intimacy, empathy, 
supportiveness, mutual understanding of activities, 
and communication become critical for adaptation to 
initial marriage. (p. 372)

Furthermore, as stated earlier, there is consider
able consensus that poor communication is a key problem area 
in marriage relationships. Therefore, if the enhancement of 
premarital relationship adjustment can be increased through 
more effective communication skills, then premarital commu
nication training may be a key preventative mental health 
measure which can increase the potential for future marital 
and family satisfaction and adjustment (Ginsberg land Vogels 
song, 1977).

Before Relationship Enhancement with premarital 
dyads can be acclaimed as an effective enhancement and pre
vention program, its evaluation must be extended beyond be
havioral assessment to include assessment of its outcome on 
relationship adjustment. The major importance of this study 
is its contribution to the further evaluation of Relation
ship Enhancement with premarital dyads. This is currently 
an important research task since as yet there has been no 
thorough.empirical analysis of the outcomes of premarital 
enrichment programs (Gurman and Kniskern, 1977).



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW

The enhancement program which is being evaluated was 
based primarily on Guerneyis Relationship Enhancement (RE) 
model; therefore, the literature review will focus on this 
model, its intervention programs, and related outcome re
search. The Minnesota Couple Communication Program (MCCP) 
is a comparable intervention program which was designed to 
enhance relationships through communication training. Be
cause the MCCP is an enhancement model which has been 
applied to a premarital population and has been empirically 
evaluated, its programs and research will also be reviewed;

The rationale, goals and assumptions underlying the 
RE and MCCP programs will be reviewed first.

Relationship Enhancement:
Rationale, Goals, and Assumptions.

The RE model is based on principles which have been 
shown to be associated with effective psychotherapy. Rogers 
(.1951) based his client-centered therapeutic techniques on 
the belief that counselor empathy is the key to the coun
seling process. Several studies have substantiated the 
effectiveness of such counselor skills as genuineness.
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non-possessive warmth, and accurate empathy on client im
provement and client self-disclosure (Brammer and Shostrum, 
1960; Truax, Wargo and Silberv 1966; Carkuff and Berenson, 
1967; Shapiro, Krauss and Truax, 1969). In RE programs 
partners are trained to use client-centered skills of commu
nication within their own relationships. "The listener 
(equivalent to the therapist) is taught to relate to the 
speaker (equivalent to the client) in a client-centered 
reflective manner with genuineness, non-possessive warmth, 
and accurate empathy" (Rappaport, 1976, p. 46).

This communication model has its roots in filial . . 
therapy, which involved training parents in the use of 
Rogerian therapeutic principles with their children in a 
play situation. Several empirical studies have documented 
the efficacy of the filial program (Guerney, 1964; Guerney, 
Guerney and Andronico, 1966; Stover and Guerney, 1967). The 
model has been extended to include other family oriented 
relationships, such as husband-wife, boyfriend-girlfriend, 
and adolescent-parent.

Guerney (1977) believes that if participants can 
learn to utilize these therapeutic skills in their intimate 
relationships-,■ the skills will have a more lasting and 
beneficial impact on that relationship and its members than 
is possible to achieve in temporary client-counselor rela- . 
tionships. The immediate goal of the program is to train
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participants to communicate with empathic acceptance and to 
recognize and express feelings and interpersonal messages 
in an open and behaviorally specific manner„ In turn, it is 
believed that such skills will increase the psychological 
and emotional satisfaction gained from relationships because 
such skills can be used to: a) solve present and future 
problems, and b) achieve higher levels of understanding and 
intimacy. Another.benefit of these therapeutic skills is 
that partners can use them in helping each other work 
through intrapsychic conflict as well (Guerney, 1977).

The following are the assumptions and values under
lying RE programs as outlined by Guerney (1977):

1. An empathic relationship is good to the extent that 
honesty, compassion and understanding are valued
in one's interpersonal relationships.

2. Inability to achieve relationship goals is inter
personal in nature and stems from: a) lack of 
appropriate knowledge, training and experience; 
b) prior experiences that have led to unrealistic

. expectations; and.3) behaviors that produce unin
tended effects on others (Guerney, 1977, p. 20) .

3. The best way to enhance communication or remedy 
communication problems is by providing appropriate 
knowledge, training and experience aimed at the



future, rather than finding deficiencies and 
remedying them.

4. The most significant value of an educational
appfdacK is that tho skills taught can be used for" 
a lifetime. .Therefore, for those.;.with problems RE 
has a remedial and secondary prevention function. 
For those without problems, it functions as pri
mary prevention.

MGCP Rationale, Goals, and Assumptions 
Foote and Cottrell's (1955) concept of "social 

competence" and Foote's (1963) concept of "continual match
ing over time" were two key concepts that were influential 
in ‘ the development of the MCCP's rationale. Social compe
tence was conceptualized as a learned skill which involves 
capabilities to meet and deal with a changing world. 
Continual matching over time in the marital relationship 
emphasizes the need for developmental skills to accommodate 
and create mutual change in order to keep the marital rela
tionship viable over. time. From these two ideas., it was 
reasoned that if dating or engaged couples could learn some 
principles and skills for understanding and modifying their 
relationships, they could effectively steer their own rela
tionships (Miller et.. al. ,. 1976) .
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The theoretical basis for the MGCP lies in systems 

and communication theory. These theories view the family as 
a rule-governed system with the most effective family system 
being one in which rules define interaction petterns to 
establish stability yet at the same time provide procedures 
for changing patterns to maintain flexibility. .Miller et 
al. (1976 , p. 11) hypothesized that two sets of skills are
necessary for this type of system: "1) skills to enable
them to understand their rules and interaction pattern 
(awareness skills), and 2) skills to help them change their 
rules (communication skills) ."

The following are the goals of the MGCP as outlined 
by Miller et al. (1976);

1. To increase each couple's insight, into their inte- 
personal interaction by: a) heightening each part
ner's personal self-awareness, b) heightening each 
partner's insight into his contribution to dyadic 
interaction and c) • helping couples examine the 
rules■governing their relationship ,. especially

■ rules for conflict resolution and maintaining self 
and other esteem.

2. To increase each couple's ability to communicate 
using clear, direct, work-style communication.
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3. To enable couples to regulate and direct their own 

relationship change arid development which implies 
the ability to develop a more satisfying relation-, 
ship.

Miller et al. (1976) outlined the assumptions under
lying the MCCP as follows:

1. People are capable of learning how to maintain or • 
change themselves and their significant relation
ships as they choose by utilizing their unique 
capacities to be self-aware and to verbally express 
their awareness.

2. -Communication training will be more, effective if 
it: a) includes both partners simultaneously and 
focuses on their interaction together, b) is skill 
oriented, c) is offered voluntarily and by partic
ipant choice, and d) uses the group context as ■ 
the learning environment.

RE Procedures and Skills
The RE program is a structured educational program 

which is usually carried out in a group format with groups 
composed of three to four dyads. The period of time for RE 
training has been systematically varied between the extremes 
of 24 sessions over a six month period (Collins, 1971) to 
four marathon sessions over a two month period (Rappaport, 
1976) . However, the norm for most RE training seems to be
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approximately eight to twelve sessions (approximately 24 
hours in total). The same general RE skills are taught in 
various,programs designed for various family oriented rela
tionships , such as husband-wife relationships, premarital 
oouple relationships, and adolescent-parent relationships.
The groups are usually led by male and female - co-leaders.
The leader's role is to help each couple practice and learn 
the skills by using principles of learning theory, such as 
structuring, modeling, and social reinforcement.

Participants are first introduced to the, program's 
rationale, goals and..values during an intake interview. 
During the actual program sessions, the following skills are 
introduced and modeled by the leaders and practiced by the 
participants.

1. Expresser mode. This skill enables the speaker to 
express emotions, thoughts, and desires clearly and 
honestly without generating unnecessary hostility 
and defensiveness in the recipient (Guerney, 1977). 
The emphasis is on ownership of feelings and state
ment of interpersonal messages in a concrete and 
behaviorally specific manner.

2. Empathic mode. The empathic responder has the 
ability to identify with the other's perceptions, 
thoughts and feelings and looks for the interper
sonal or feeling messages and reflects them back
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with appropriate tone and gesture. This is the 
classic client-centered response which is some- .... 
times called "reflective listening".

3. Mode switching. This skill., enables the individual, 
to know when and how to move from one of the basic 
modes (expressive or empathic) to the other in 
order to enhance mutual understanding, problem 
solving and conflict resolution. The conditions 
for mode switching are: a) expressor requests it 
and responder agrees, b) responder requests it and 
provides,a response to the expressor's last state
ment that the expressor feels is accepting and 
under standi ng.. This mode switching process, al
though closely supervised, and mechanical during 
initial learning, progresses in later phases of 
training so that it is incorporated into the 
natural flow of communication.

3. Facilitator mode. A participant is designated as 
a facilitator when he is using the facilitator 
skills of structuring, modeling.and social rein
forcement to teach other participants to use em
pathic, expressive and mode switching skills. Use 
of the facilitator mode enables the participant to 
help others in the RE group and at home to master



14
the RE skills. In addition, this mode reinforces 
and increases' the participants’ own mastery of RE 
skills.

of: the program and. skills as-well as. skill (demonstration by 
the leaders. Couples usually practice with another group 
member during the first session. Couples do not discuss 
problem issues until the fourth session or until they have a 
sufficient working knowledge of the behavioral modes. Par
ticipants are asked to select topics for discussion by 
filling out a Relationship Questionnaire, which,helps them 
to focus on important aspects of their relationship as topics 
for skill practice. After the third session couples are 
asked to practice at home one hour a week to give them . 
additional skill practice and to encourage the use of 
expressor and responder skills in their daily interaction.

This outline of the RE program format and skills is 
of necessity brief and without sufficient detail for reader 
implementation, therefore Guerhey1s (1977) book Improving 
Interpersonal Relationships: Training Programs for Therapy,. 
Problem Prevention and Enrichment is suggested for complete 
details.

MCCP Procedures and Skills
Like the RE program, the MCCP is a structured edu

cational program which is carried out in a group context.
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The groups are usually composed of five to seven couples 
that meet for three hour sessions once per week for four 
weeks (12 hours). The program was originally designed for 
premarital couples, and is also used frequently with marital 
couples. Program material is sequential with each session 
building on the experience of the previous session's exer
cises, simulations and discussions. The book. Alive and 
Aware; Improving Communications.in Relationships (Miller, 
Nunnally and Wackman, 1975) supplements the conceptual 
material presented in the session and provides a number of 
exercises for couples to use at home to help transfer the 
learned skills outside the group context. During each 
session a conceptual framework is presented to serve as an 
advance organizer for learning specific skills and to help 
participants make sense of their experiences in the program. 
Each session's content will be described below.

Session 1— Awareness Wheel
This is a conceptual framework for explaining com

plete and congruent self-awareness. Participants are also 
taught skills for verbally expressing their self-awareness. 
Emphasis is put on speaking for self so participants will 
learn to accept responsibility for their own self-information 
This framework has a twofold purpose: a) to help participants 
increase their self-awareness and self-understanding, and b) 
to teach them to verbally disclose this information.
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Session 2— Shared Meaning

The focus of this framework is increasing the accu
racy of Communication with others (to insure that message 
sent is? message received). . The primary skills, taught are 
receiver skills of reflecting back messages received and 
sender skills of confirming or clarifying■reflected messages.

Session 3— Communication Style Framework
Four communication styles are presented and.described 

in terms of the intentions and behaviors,usually associated 
with it. Style IV is emphasized as important when partners’ 
want to clarify and deal with a personal dr relationship 
issue. The specific behaviors used in expressing style IV 
communication ate those speaking arid receiving' skills dis- • 
cussed earlier. When couples, are communicating in. style IV 
(work and risk, mode) they have agreed to a procedure which 
eheourages focusing on an issue with high levels of self- 
disclosure and receptivity.

Session 4— I Count/I Count You Framework
In this framework, emphasis is placed, on the person' s, 

responsibility in enhancing both his own and other's esteem 
processes. All of the skills presented earlier.are important 
components of this esteem, enhancing attitude.
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Summary

RE and MGCP have many similarities. In addition to 
providing communication skills which are designed to improve 
relationships-, they both use an educational rather than a 
therapeutic model, teach concrete skills, have specific 
goals of increasing speaker and listener skills, and are . 
implemented in a group setting for a specified and rela
tively short period of time. Both programs include a 
didactic and experiential component.,

Typically MGCP is shorter in duration (12 hours vs. 
a typical 24 hours for RE), and relies more on the presen
tation of conceptual material. MGCP is exclusively enhance
ment oriented, while RE claims a remedial function, too.
The goals and assumptions of the two programs, while simi
lar, are conceptualized differently and are based on 
different theoretical orientations: RE being based on 
Rogerian client-centered therapy, and MGCP being based on 
systems and communication theories.

Relationship Enhancement Outcome Research 
Although RE has been used with other family groups, 

in this section the review of the research will be confined 
to outcome research that has been conducted on marital and 
premarital couples since this research is most relevant to
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the current topic. First, the research with premarital 
groups will be reviewed and then the research with marital 
groups

Ginsberg and Vogelsong (1977) reported on Schleiri,':s, 
(1971) data where a pretest/posttest control group design:., 
was used for testing an early version of the RE program 
with premarital couples. The sample was recruited from a 
university setting through, letters, posters and newspaper 
announcements„ There were 15 experimental couples and 27 
waiting list control couples. Schlein hypothesized that' 
the experimental group would show relatively more improve
ment than the control group in overall communication and 
general relationship quality. He used the Acceptance of 
Others Scale (AOS) and Self-Feeling Awareness Scale (SFAS) 
to behaviorally assess improvement in self-disclosure and • 
empathy skills (see Guerney, 1977 for further details on 
these measures). General communication patterns were 
measured by two self-report scales, the Premarital Communi
cation Inventory (PMCI) and Primary Communication Inventory- 
Partner (PCI-P).

Relationship quality was measured by five self- 
report scales: a) Handling Problems Change Scale (HPSC) 
which measures ability to handle relationship problems, 
b) Interpersonal Relationship Scale (IRS) which measures 
degree of trust and intimacy, c) Relationship Scale Self



19
(RS-S) and Relationship Scale Partner (RS-P) which measure 
degree of warmth, empathy and' genuineness in self and part
ner, d.) Satisfaction' Change Scale (SCS) 'which measures de
gree of change in relationship satisfaction, and e) Rela
tionship Change Scale (RCS) which measures degree of change 
in relationship quality.

Preliminary analysis; showed that there were no sex 
differences at pretest on dependent variables or on changes 
in variables due to treatment; therefore, the data and 
results^were presented with sexes combined. Preliminary 
analysis also showed that the two groups were equal at pre
treatment on dependent variables and demographic variables

" . ■ " • ' ■ " - . .such as age, socioeconomic.status, length of dating and
educational level.

One tailed t-tests were used on the gain scores 
from pre- and posttesting for men and women combined. Be
havioral change in communication was.significant (Self- 
Feeling Awareness Scale p < ..005', Acceptance of Other Scale 
p < .001). Self report of change in communication pattern 
was not significant.

For the measures of relationship quality, only the 
Handling Problems Change Scale and Relationship Change 
Scale reached significance. However, with the use of, a 
t-test it is not possible to determine whether the experi
mental group showed significant change from pre— to
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posttest, on these measures. Upon examination of 'the gain 
scores on these measures it does not appear that there was 
significant .change-. : (See Table 1.)

Ginsberg and Vogelsong (1977) reported that a com
parison of pretest scores obtained on many of the measures 
used in this study with the same or similar measures used 
with marital couples in Rappaport's study (1976), revealed 
that the premarital couples started out at extremely high 
levels. Therefore, there was little room for upward move
ment and a lot of potential for downward movement and de
celeration in rate of positive change (Ginsberg and Vogel
song, 1977) .

This phenomena could in fact be an artifact of pre
marital relationship development, in which case, perhaps 
minimal decrease or maintenance of pretest levels of rela
tionship quality, in addition to the acquisition of the 
behavioral communication skills, would be the criteria of 
success. However, the poor findings could also be the 
result of problems within the early version of RE which was 
used in this study, or non-valid measures. . Nonetheless, 
while the findings in this study are suggestive of the 
effectiveness of RE training with premarital couples, the 
findings are inconclusive regarding the effect of RE train
ing.on premarital relationship quality and adjustment.



Table 1

Pre- and Ppsttreatment Means and Standard Deviations of Experimental 
(E) and Control (C) Groups: Ginsberg and Vogelsong (1977, Table 10.1)

Experimental Group Control Group

Pretest
Treatment

Posttest 
Treatment .

Pretest
Treatment

Post test 
Treatment

E versus C 
Gain-score P

Acceptance of Other Scale Mean 8.2 11.5 6.9 7.6 6.8 <.001
S.D. 1.5 1.5 1.0 ' 1.1

Self-Feeling Awareness Scale Mean 9,7 11.3 8.2 8.7 3.1 < 0 0 5
S.D. . 1,2 1.3 1.2 l.Q

Premarital Communication Inventory Mean . 123.1 125.6 122.2 121.3 P  . < .2 9
S.D. ' J 4 .1 15,5 12.9 18.6

Primary Communication Inventory—Partner Mean 100.1 101.0 99.7 99.0 .8 <  ,45
S.D, 8,5 9.9 9.0 14.5

Handling Problems Change Scale Mean .70 ,93 .67 .35 2.1 < .0 5
S.D. .74 ,78. ,89 1.0

Interpersonal Relationship Scale Mean 225.9 230.2 227.6 224.7 1.9 <  .10
S.D. 17.3 19.5 20.9 24.8

Relationship Scale—Partner . Mean 134.1 133.8 132.8 129.2 ■ 1.2 < ,2 4
S.D. 8.1 10.7 9.0 14.1

Relationship Scale—Self Mean 130.7 131.7 131.4 127.7 2.1 < .0 5
S.D. 8.6 10.1 9.8 13.3

Satisfaction Change Scale Mean .53 . .27 .70 .13 1.0 < .3 5
. S.D. .97 .73 1.20 1.30

Relationship Change Scale • Mean 105.6 110.2 106.3 98.0 3.4 <  .01
S.D. 9.7 13.6 12.9 17.2

Note: The number in the experimental group was 30 and in the control group 54 except that four control subjects who did not take these 
particular post tests were not included in the analysis for the AOS and the SFAS. Also, mean scores for the AOS and SEAS should be halved in 
comparing them to ordinary scale values because “self and other” topics were summed to provide one score in the data reported above.

SSJH
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Ginsberg and Vogelsong (19.77) offered. several 

suggestions for future research: 1) the use of placebo
control groups to control for Hawthorne, demand, and thank 
you effects' oh self-report measures', and 2) need for follow 
up data to .assess- the long term effects .of: RE training.

Following through on the above suggestions, a 
recent study was conducted to assess the long term effects 
of RE training (Avery et al.. , 1979) . Premarital couples 
were recruited from, a southwestern university by poster, 
radio, newspaper announcements and an, information table at 
class registration. Couples were assigned, to a self
disclosure and empathy skills training program. (experimental 
group) or to a relationship discussion group .(contact.Con^. 
trol), depending on their class schedules. There were 25 
experimental couples and 29.control couples.

It was hypothesized that the experimental, group 
would show greater improvement relative to the control 
group in self-disclosure and empathy skills as measured by 
the Self-Feeling Awareness Scale and Acceptance of Other 
Scale. A three-way analysis of variance of repeated 
measures was performed on the Self-Feeling Awareness Scale 
scores and the Acceptance of Other scores of the experi
mental , booster and control groups at pretest, posttest and 
six month follow up. Results indicated that from pretest
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to posttest and from pretest to follow' up, the trained 
couples, relative to the control couples, demonstrated a 
significant increase in both Self-disclosure and empathy 
skills.

These.findings, strongly support the long term, 
effectiveness of RE procedures for changing self-disclosure 
and empathy skills.. In conjunction with Ginsberg and Vogel- 
song's (1977) data, these findings offer further proof that 
RE training can change behavioral communication skills. 
However it still remains unclear as to What effect these 
learned skills have on premarital relationship, adjustment.

Collins (1971) did an experimental evaluation of a 
six month Conjugal Relationship Enhancement (CRE) program. . 
He recruited his sample from a College community. The sub
jects were a middle class, highly educated professional and 
semi-professional group. The couples scored between 
happily married and troubled on pretest Marital Adjustment 
Test (MAT) scores using Navran's (1967) sample as an index. 
Using random assignment, 24 couples were.assigned to the. 
treatment group and.29 couples were assigned to a no- .... 
treatment.control group. - .

Collins hypothesized: 1) improvement in general 
communication in the experimental group relative to the 
control group as measured by the Primary Communication 
Inventory (PCI) and Marital Communication Inventory (MCI),
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and 2) improvement in Marital Adjustment by the experimen
tal group relative to the Control on Locke Marital Adjust
ment Test (MAT) and the Conjugal Life Questionnaire (CLQ)..

The Results showed that the experimental group made 
significant improvement over the control group bn the MCI 
(F [1.85] = 4.820; p = 0.031) .. There were no significant 
sex differences or .sex by treatment interaction differences.- 
The results on the PCI while in the hypothesized direction 
were not significant. Results on the MAT showed significant 
improvement in the experimental group over the control group 
(F [1.86] = 4.170; p = 0.044). Again, there were no signif
icant ■' sex or sex by treatment differences. Findings on 
CLQ were not significant.

Collins' study makes an important contribution to 
the evaluation of RE programs because he, was able to show 
that training had a positive effect on marital adjustment 
(at least on one measure). This finding would have been 
more convincing if he had used a.placebo control group to. 
rule out demand, thank you and suggestion effects. The 
absence of follow up data is another problem.

Ely, Guerney and Stover (1973) also did an experi
mental evaluation of CRE. They used 23 graduate and under
graduate married student couples from Rutgers University 
who responded to letters outlining a new skill training
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program. ■ The sub jects were randomly. assigned to experir- 
mental and no-treatment control groups.

To assess the effects of the program on partic-
' ■ ■ . ;  ;■

ipahfd/ several behavioral and.self report measures were 
used. The behavioral measures, included: 1) the Ely
Feeling Questionnaire which is used to elicit and score 
the expression and reflection of feelings, and 2) 12 role 
playing situations which were scored with the scoring guide 
for the Ely Feeling Questionnaire. The.-self-report, 
measures included: 1) the Primary Communication Inventory, 
which is a measure of communication with established 
validity (Navran, 1967), and 2) the Conjugal Life Question
naire , which measures the degree of harmony (acceptance and 
trust) between spouses.

Comparisons between experimental and control groups 
were made using analysis of covariance with the posttreat
ment measures as the covariate. All results were signifi
cant in the direction of the experimental group except for 
the measures on the CLQ.' Ely and his colleagues are to be 
commended for their use of both behavioral and self-report 
assessments. However, the validity and reliability of the 
behavioral measures were not reported. - It is interesting 
that in this study significant Change was achieved on the 
PCI, while in Collins' (1971) Study, significance was not



26
achieved with the same measure. The-Conjugal Life Question
naire was the only measure used to assess the effects of RE 
on relationship adjustment and it was not significant.

Wieman (1973) did an experimental evaluation of a 
CRE, program and a Behavioral Exchange (BE) program. . Couples 
in the behavioral condition were taught behavioral exchange 
skills such as specification 6f behaviors desired from their 
spouses and the reciprocal delivery of requested behaviors. 
The CRE program was the same as described in an earlier sec
tion. Thirty-six couples who responded to newspaper solic
itations were assigned to either a CRE, BE, or no-treatment 
control group. The following outcome measures were used:
1) Marital Adjustment Scale (MAS) which measures such areas 
of marital functioning as companionship, intimacy and sex;
2) Marital Communication Inventory (MCI) which measures 
interspouse communication; 3) Index of Marital Integration 
(IMI) which consists of two parts which measure spousal 
consensus and.role-tension in spousal roles; 4) Attraction 
Index (AI) which measures changes in interspous attraction; 
and 5) Problem Severity Score (PS) which estimates the 
current severity of problems. These measures were adrainr- 
istered at pre-, mid- and posttraining and again at 10 weeks 
after completion of the training.
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The results showed that both the CRE and BE groups 

showed, significant mean score increases on the MAS, MCI, 
and role-tension portion of the IMI relative to the control 
group during the course of training. Moreover, mean gains 
achieved by the treatment group couples at posttreatment 
were maintained through the follow up interval. The inclu
sion of follow up data in this study is an important meth
odological step for the assessment of these intervention 
programs. The lack of behavioral measures and placebo con
trol. groups are two methodological shortcomings.

Rappaport (1976) tested a.two month.intensive RE 
program consisting of four marathon sessions on a bi-weekly 
schedule. He used a within subject control group design :/ 
with 20.married couples from a university community. The 
Self-Feeling Awareness Scale and the Acceptance of Other 
Scale were used to assess behavioral change in target 
skills. Self report change in communication was measured 
by the Marital-Communication Inventory. Improvement in 
marital adjustment was measued by the Marital Adjustment 
Scale and Conjugal Life Questionnaire. Improved trust and 
intimacy, improved satisfaction, and improvement in rela
tionship quality were measured by the Interpersonal 
Relationship Scale, Satisfaction Change Scale and the 
Relationship Change Scale respectively.



28
Results showed that.significant change was achieved 

on all measures. Rappaport's findings are the most impres
sive.. of th@ studies reviewed. However, in a within subject ' 
control group, study internal validity is not established 
by testing subjects at two points in time prior to intro
ducing the experimental treatment because none of the alter
native explanations for change have been ruled out (Jacob-’ 
son, 1978). Outside of this major weak point, Rappaport's. 
study is strong and adds further evidence to the efficacy of 
RE training with marital couples when viewed with the other 
studies reviewed.

MCCP Outcome■Re search
Miller et al. (1976) recruited premarital couples 

from a premarriage lecture and a series of announcements 
in a college, newspaper. They randomly assigned 17 couples 
to an experimental group, and 15 to a non-treatment control 
group. The experimenters hypothesized that: 1) the experi
mental couples would increase more in accuracy of recall of 
interaction pattern from pre- to posttest than control 
couples, and 2) the experimental couples would increase 
more in work-pattern communication from pre- to posttest 
than control couples.

A pretest-posttest control group design was 
utilized with an early version of MCCP as the experimental 
treatment (the MCCP was described in detail in an earlier
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section.) . To test the first hypothesis, couples were 
recorded during five minutes of dialogue and then asked to 
fill out : a. 12. item questionnaire which measured ability to. 
recall who used what kind of behaviors, during the five min
ute taped dialogue. This measure was designed to measure 
changes in observational skills of individuals due to MCCP. 
To measure work-pattern communication, couples made a five 
minute tape discussing' ithings each ,did to irritate the 
other. This1 tape was scored using the Hill.Interaction 
Matrix (Hill, 1965).

The difference in the experimental and control 
groups in recall accuracy at posttest was statistically 
significant (p =0.02). The difference between. experimen
tal and control groups in work-pattern communication at 
posttest was also statistically significant (p <0.05) 
Typically, ,howeverthe program had an impact on only one . 
of the two dimensions for each participant. Although this 
study showed concrete change in target behavior there was 
no assessment of improvement on outcome measures, such as 
self-report measures which assess the impact of learned 
skills on relationship adjustment. As Jacobson (1978) 
noted, although the measures showed that program goals were 
reached/ there is no way to measure if couples get what they 
wanted or if the program enhanced overall relationship 
satisfaction.



30
Campbell (1974) ran a controlled investigation 

evaluating MCCP with'marital couples. Sixty couples were 
randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. A 
static group comparison design was used which means testing 
occurred at posttest only. This design.does not Control i: 
for the biased selection of groups and cannot establish 
that the two groups were equivalent at pretest.

Two self report questionnaires and observational 
ratings were used. Most measures showed significant differ
ences favoring the treatment group at posttest. .However, 
Campbell found a significant negative correlation between 
couple's perception of their communication effectiveness 
and evaluator rated effectiveness, which, as Jacobson (1978) 
points out "forces one to question either the validity of 
the assessment procedures or the efficacy of treatment"
(p. 110). -

As yet, the MCCP does not have enough experimental 
studies to document its- effectiveness. In addition to the 
general need.for well designed experimental studies using 
both, behavioral measures and self report communication and 
adjustment measrues, MCCP studies need to incorporate pla
cebo control groups, assessment procedures with demonstrable 
validity, and follow ups. „
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Summary

Gottman (1979) makes a distinction between two types 
of criterion measures that, are used,, to assess the. efficacy 
ofr intervehtibh programs. . First is the criterion of under
standing process and second is that of effectiveness.. For 
example, many enhancement programs have met the criterion 
of effectiveness (improved relationship adjustment), but 
have not met the criterion of understanding process (have 
not or cannot demonstrate change in concrete behaviors re
lated to improved adjustment) or vice versa.

Without making this conceptual distinction, Jacob
son (1978) has called for the use of both behavioral and 
self-report measures for the thorough assessment of inter
vention programs. However, he warns that improvement on- 
self-report measures can be accounted for by a variety of 
factors other than actual change (e.g., "hello-goodbye" 
effects, demand, and social desirability variables), and 
suggests that these competing variables can be ruled out by 
using non-specific or placebo control groups. The use of 
placebo control groups is also recommended for the parcel
ling out of change inducing components (for the understand
ing of process) , which is another important research goal.. 
Gurman and Kniskern (1977) have also identified as important 
the elucidation of salient change inducing components 
through the use of placebo groups.



Both RE and MCCP programs-were designed to teach 
skills (process criterion) which would enhance relationship 
satisfaction (effectiveness criterion) . Therefore a 
thorough assessment of these programs would need to include 
measures of skill acquisition end measures of improvement 
in relationship quality. To rule, out competing variables 
when using self-report measures and to identify change 
inducing components, placebo control groups are another 
necessary design consideration. Follow up data is another 
important assessment need.

So far, experimental evaluations of RE with marital 
couples have come closest to meeting these demands. Several 
of the studies have employed both behavioral and self-report 
measures and have obtained significant results. However, 
none to date have incorporated placebo control groups in the 
research design, and only one included follow up data. 
Therefore, although CRE investigations warrant enthusiasm, 
further experimentation is necessary for a thorough and 
definitive assessment..

Experimental evaluations of RE and MCCP with pre
marital couples are not as far along as those with CRE.
The one MCCP evaluation only included behavioral measures 
and did not address itself to the issue of evaluating 
effectiveness criterion. Although Ginsberg and Vogelsong

32
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(1977) did assess both process and effectiveness criteria, 
the study does not offer any. conclusive findings regarding 
the: effects of RE on relationship quality and adjustment. 
Neither of these studies include placebo control groups or 
follow up assessments. In. a.well designed study,. Avery et 
a!. (1979) have demonstrated the long term effectiveness of
RE training on the acquisition of RE skills through a six 
month follow up. This study also included the: use of a 
placebo control group (contact control group).

As an extension to the Avery et al. (1979.) study, 
the present research will attempt to fill the gap in the 
assessment of RE training for premarital couples by eval
uating improvement in relationship adjustment (the effec
tiveness criterion). With positive results, this research 
will also empirically validate self-disclosure and empathy 
skills as the change inducing components in RE.



CHAPTER III 

METHOD
Tti|| p^sent study is a pecqndary. analysis pf data

which were collected by Arthur Avery and his colleagues in 
a study they designed to assess the effectiveness of RE 
training for premarital couples. Avery et al. (1979) have 
analyzed the behavioral data from this program and the 
present study can be considered an extension to their 
original work.

Subjects
The subjects were recruited from a southwestern 

undergraduate population through the use of posters, local - 
radio and newspaper.announcements,.and an information table 
at class registration. Twenty-five couples were assigned 
to an experiment group and 29 to a control group depending 
On their class schedules. There were no significant dif
ferences between the two groups on demographic, .variables 
outside of a significant difference in Mother's Marital 
Status (see Appendix C).

34
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Procedure'; Research Design

To insure internal validity in the study, a pretest/ 
posttest control group design was utilized. Both experimen
tal and control group subjects were.administered self-report 
scales designed to measure the dependent variable, in addi
tion to a group of other behavioral and self-report measures 
before treatment, (pretest) and immediately following treat
ment (posttest)„ According to Campbell and Stanley (1966), 
a pretest/posttest control group design is used to gain 
maximum control in experimental procedures. This design- 
controls for historymaturation, and testing effects which 
are major threats to internal validity. In other words, 
the use of this design rules out most other hypotheses which 
could compete with the treatment as the basis of any change 
that might be discovered in comparing pretest and posttest 
scores.

Experimental Treatment
The experimental treatment in this study was RE 

training which was discussed in detail in Chapter II. The 
training for the experimental group consisted of eight 
weekly three hour sessions (24 hours total), with groups . 
composed of three to four couples, with two group leaders, 
one male and one female. Graduate students trained in self- 
disclosure and empathy skills served as group leaders'. The
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training was designed to progressively improve the couple's 
self-disclosure and empathy skills through instruction, 
leader modeling, supervised practice and weekly half-hour 
homework sessions.-

It should be noted .that the present training 
followed general RE training format described earlier in 
that the relative difficulty of relationship topics dis
cussed were controlled so that the difficulty of topics 
matched the subjects' skill level.

This Safeguard is important for several reasons. 
First, initial practice of self-disclosure and empathy- 
skills. using non-relationship topics or positive relation
ship topics, assure that the participants will have the 
greatest opportunity for being successful in their use of 
RE skills (Guerney, 1977). However, the discussion of 
difficult or problematic relationship issues, which are 
often accompanied by negative affect, makes it very diffi- ■ 
cult to initially focus on and successfully learn new . 
skills. Second, initial success or failure in skill acqui
sition will differentially affect the participants' feelings 
toward and use of the skills for the duration of the program 
thereby perhaps affecting their, final seif report of changes 
occurring in the affective dimensions of their relationships 
as a result of the program. ,
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As mentioned .earlier , in Ginsberg and Vogelsong’s. 

(1977) study, the only other study of RE training with pre
marital' couplesan early version of RE was used which did 
not include this important safeguard.

Control Treatxrtent
As discussed in Chapter II, the use of non-specific 

control groups has been suggested by several researchers 
(e.g., Ginsberg and Vogelsong, 1977; Rappaport, 1976; Gurman 
and Kniskern,. 1977; Jacobson, .1978) as a necessary methodo
logical step in the direction of more definitive assessment 
of intervention programs. Non-specific control groups are 
important for controlling Hawthorne, "thank-you", demand and 
social desirability effects when using self-report measures. 
This type of control group also allows for the parcelling 
out of change-inducing components in intervention programs.

The contact control group in this study met together 
for three hours per week over an eight-week period (24 hours 
total) to participate in relationship discussion groups de
signed to promote better understanding in relationships. A 
wide range of relationship topics that were of interest to 
group participants were introduced for discussion. Group 
leaders served both as instructors giving short lectures on 
various topics related to courtship and marriage, and as 
facilitators for the open non-structured discussions of
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relationship issues.. The icontact control group paralleled 
the treatment group in many ways with the essential differ
ences being the open non-structured format and the lack of 
hn'y specific training in s el f - disclosure and empathy skills.

Dependent Variable
It was hypothesized in Chapter I that as a result of 

tfaining, the. experimental group would show greater pretest 
to posttest improvement in relationship adjustment (rela
tionship functioning) relative to the control group. The 
Relationship Change Scale (RCS) and Spanier1s (1976) Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale (DAS) were chosen to measure the dependent 
variable. .

The RCS was developed by Guerney (1977) as a measure 
that would be sensitive to change in the quality of a rela
tionship. The 27 items in the scale deal with areas in 
relationship functioning, such as satisfaction, communi
cation , trust, intimacy, sensitivity, openness, and under
standing. The RCS measures each person's perception of im
provement in relationship quality over the two month period 
preceding the test time. The subjects were asked to make 
this judgement once at pretest and once at posttest So in 
effect they were assessing the degree of improvement in 
their relationship quality from pre- to post-treatment with 
the degree of improvement over a comparable two. month period
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preceding pretesting (see Figure 1) (Ginsberg and Vogelsong, 
1977). The RCS is a five point Likert-type scale. The 
scale will be scored by assigning values ranging from 1 to 5 
to the following response categories: a) much less; b) less; 
c) unchanged; d) greater; e) much greater. (See Appendix A 
for RCS scale).

(Pretest) <- Treatment -+ (Posttest)
2 months 2 months

Assessment period for 
RCS at pretest.

Assessment period for 
RCS at posttest.

Figure 1. Relationship Change Scale 
Pre- and Posttest Measurement Time

The RCS has been used to assess effects of RE 
training for premarital couples (Ginsberg and Vogelsong, 1977) 
and marital couples (Rappaport, 1976). As reported in Chap- 
11, Ginsberg and Vogelsong's (1977) results showed a signi
ficant difference on the RCS using a one-tailed t-test of 
mean gain scores for the experimental and control groups. 
However, it is not clear with this type of analysis whether 
the experimental group actually made a significant change in 
improvement on the RCS from pretest to posttest time. 
Rappaport (1976) found a significant increase on the RCS 
using a 2 * 2 analysis of variance with repeated measures 
(F = 14.87, p < 0.001) .



While there have been no formal reports on the 
validity and reliability of the RCS, Rappaport (1976) did 
address this issue in his study. He acknowledged that the 
RCS lacked demonstrated validity and reliability,■ but also 
stated that positive results in his study would tend to 
confirm the validity of this new measure.,. Therefore, 
Rappaports positive findings oh the RCS can be taken as 
one indication of the construct validity of this measure.

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) was developed by 
Spanier (1976) to assess the quality of marital and non- 
marital dyads. The scale includes Subscales which measure 
four empirically derived components: dyadic satisfaction, 
dyadic consensus, dyadic cohesion, and affectional expres
sion. Spanier defined dyadic adjustment as "an ever- 
changing process with a qualitative dimension which can be 
evaluated at any point in time on a dimension from well 
adjusted to maladjusted". The scale has a theoretical 
range of 0-151 with lower scores indicating low relation
ship adjustment and higher scores indicating hifgh relation- . 
ship adjustment. The subjects respond to each of 30 items 
on a six point Likert scale. The remaining two items are 
of a yes/no variety, with yes-0, and no =1. (See Appendix 
B". for DAS scale.)

4 0

I
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Items included- in the DAS were evaluated by three 

judges for content validity„ "Items were included only if 
the judges considered the items: 1) relevant measures of 
dyadic adjustment for cdhtempdfafy' relationships; 2) consis
tent with the nominal definitions,suggested for adjustment 
and its components (satisfaction, cohesion, consensus, 
affectional expression); and 3) carefully worded with appro
priate fixed choice responses" (Spanier, 1976, p . 23). 
Criterion-related validity was tested by administering .the 
scale to- 218 married couples and 94 recently divorced per
sons. The results showed that each of the 32 items in the 
scale correlated significantly with the external criterion 
of marital status. Concurrent, validity was established, by 
correlating the DAS with the Locke-Wallace (1959) Marital- 
Adjustment Scale , wiiich is a well accepted marital adjust
ment scale. The correlation between the two scales was .86 
among married respondents and .88 among divorced respondents 
The factor analysis of the 32-item scale further established 
its construct validity by verifying the existence of four 
interrelated components (dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, 
dyadic satisfaction, affectional expression),, three of 
which were hypothesized by Spanier and Cole (1974) as Com
ponents of adjustment. Thus, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
partially appears to measure the theoretical construct of
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relationship adjustment defined by Spanier and Cole (1974)„ 
Since the DAS was designed for use with unmarried dyads too, 
it was also pretested for validity, appropriateness,and 
relevance with a small sample of nevef-marfled cohabiting 
couples.

Reliability for each of the component scales as well 
as the total scale was measured by Cronbach's (1951) Coef
ficient Alpha. Total scale reliability is .96. Only married 
couples were used to assess reliability of the DAS, and al
though research to assess reliability for unmarried couples 
was planned, none has been reported to date.

These are several reasons why both the RCS and DAS 
were chosen tp measure the dependent variable of relation
ship adjustment. First, the two scales are measuring dif
ferent components of relationship adjustment, although 
there is some overlap. Therefore, the two scales used to
gether will test a broader concept of relationship function
ing than either could alone, and positive results on both 
will have broader implications than if only one measure was 
used. Likewise, differential findings will help delineate 
the specific components of relationship functioning which 
are or are not affected by RE training.

Second, since the RCS was developed by Guerney 
(1977) to specifically evaluate the effects of RE training 
on relationship quality, the inclusion of another measure of



relationship adjustment developed independently of the RE 
program, is .needed to complement and substantiate the 
.findings on the RCS„



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Pre 1 iminary. Analys i s ..
A two-way analysis of variance (two-factor ANOVA) 

was performed on the pretreatment scores of the experimental 
and control groups to determine if there were any initial 
differences between the two groups or by sex on the two de
pendent measures.. There were no pretreatment, differences 
on the Relationship Change Scale by group, F (. 675) , p = .413, 
or by sex, F (.090), p = .764, or sex by treatment, F (.049), 
p = .826 (see Table 2 .for means and standard deviations), and 
no pretreatment differences on the Dyadic, Adjustment Scale 
by group, F (.005), p = .946, or by sex, F (1.275), p = .261, or 
sex by treatment, F (1.596), p = .209 (see Table 3 for means 
and standard deviations).

Main Anaiysis ,

Relationship Change Scale
A two-way analysis of variance (two-factor ANOVA) 

was performed on the Relationship Change Scale scores of the 
experimental and control groups at posttest to determine the 
effects of treatment and. sex at.posttest' time (as reported 
in the preliminary analysis, no sex or group differences 
existed at pretest). Results indicated that significant.

44
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TABLE 2

Means and . Standard. Deviations for Pretreatment 
Relationship Change Scale. (RCS).

Sex Experimental Group 
(N= 50)

Control Group 
(N = 58)

Males
Mean 117.50
S.D. 15.23

113.70
24.35

Females
Mean 117.79 115.60
S.D. 14.99 17.79

Male & Female 
Combined 
Mean 
S.D.

117.65 
14.95

114.65
21.17



TABLE 3

Means and Standard Deviations for Pretreatment
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS).

Sex Experimental ‘..'Group 
(N = 50)

'..Control Group 
(N = 58)

Males
. Mean 112.41 109.11
S.D , 13.78 16.07

Females
Mean 112.04 115.71
S.D. 11.38 16.04

Male & Female 
Combined
Mean 112.22 112.41
S.D. ,12.52 16.25
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differences existed between the two groups at posttest,
F (21.045), p = . 001, while neither sex, F(.469):, p = .495, nor 
sex by treatment, F (.469 ( p = .801 was significant.' Table 4 
presents the mean scores and standard deviations for the 
posttest, RCS.

To determine the degree of change from pretest to 
posttest on the RCS for the two groups, a matched pair t-test 
was performed on the pretest and posttest scores for both 
groups. For the experimental group, results showed a signif
icant increase in RCS scores from pretest to posttest t (-3.37) 
p = .002 . For the control group, there was a decrease in RCS 
scores from pretest to posttest, but this decrease was not 
significant t (1.65), p = .104.. Table 5 presents the pretest 
and posttest RCS mean scores and standard deviations for both.

Dyadic Adjustment Scale
A two-way analysis of variance (two-factor ANOVA) was 

performed on the DAS scores of the two groups at posttest to 
determine the effects of treatment and sex at posttest ( no 
sex or group differences were found at pretest time). Re-. 
suits indicated that there were no significant differences 
between the two groups at posttest, F (.030), p = .863. In 
addition there were no sex, F (.016)-, p = .899, or sex by treat
ment, F (1.312), p = .255, differences. Table 6 presents the 
mean scores and standard deviations for the DAS at posttest.



Means and Standard Deviations for Posttest
Relationship Change Scale (RCS).

Table 4

Sex Experimental- Group Control Group
(N - 50)___ ■__ (N = 58)

Males
Mean 126.00 107.77
S.D. 119.57 19.65

Females
. Mean 127.62 . 111.30
S.D. 17.22 20.78

Male & Female 
Combined
Mean 126.81 109.53

18.25 20.13



TABLE 5

Means and Standard Deviations- for Pre- and
Posttest Relationship Change Scale

Pre- Post-

Experimental
Mean 117.64 126.81
S. D 14.95 18.25

Control
Mean 114.65 109.53
S.D. 21.17 20.13



TABLE 6

Means and Standard-Deviations for Posttest 
Dyadic . us^ment Sô le; (DA$) .

Sex Experimental Group 
(N = 50)

Control Group 
(N= 58)

Males
Mean 109.41 106.25
S.D. 17.07 16.61

Females
Mean 105.22 . 109.75
S.D. 20.6.5. 17.51

Male & Female
Combined -

Mean 107.41 108.00
S.D. 18.89 17.00
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To determine the degree of, change from pretest to 

posttest'on the DAS for the two groups, a matched pair . 
t-r-test was performed on the pretest and posttest scores for 
both groups. For the experimental group, results showed a 
signifiqant decrease in DAS scores., from pretest to posttest, 
t (2.21), p = .031. There was also a significant decrease in 
DAS scores from pretest to posttest for the control group, 
t (2.40), p = .020. Table 7 presents the pretest and posttest 
DAS mean scores and standard deviations for both groups.

Because of the negative results on the DAS for both 
groups, an analysis of each of Spanier's derived subscales 
(dyadic consensus, dyadic cohesion, dyadic satisfaction, and 
dffactional expression) was performed using a two-way 
analysis of variance for testing group differences at pre
test and posttest, and a matched pair t-test to test within 
group differences from pretest to posttest. On the two-way 
analysis of variance, the results showed a significant dif
ference between groups at pretest on the dyadic cohesion 
subscale, F (5.458, p = .021. However, this difference was 
not maintained at posttest. Outside of this one significant 
difference, the results showed no significant differences by 
treatment or sex on the other subscales at pretest or post- 
test.



TABLE 7

Means and Standard Deviations for Pre- and
Posttest Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS)

Pre- Post-

Experimental
Mean 112.22 107.41
S.D., 12.52 18.89

Control
Mean 112.41 108.00
S,D. 16.25 17.00
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With the matched pair t-test analysis, results 

showed that on the dyadic satisfaction subscale the experi
mental group showed a .significant decrease from pretest to 
posttest, t (2,70), p = .009 . The control group also showed 
a significant decrease on the dyadic satisfaction subscale 
from pretest to post test, t (3.44} , p = . 0.01. Neither group. 
Showed any significant change from pretest to posttest on 
the dyadic consensus, dyadic cohesion. Or affectional 
expression subscales. Table 8 presents the mean scores and 
standard deviations■for the pretest and posttest DAS ;. 
subscales.
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TABLE 8

Means' ■ and Standard Deviations for Pretest-and 
Posttest Dyadic Adjustment- Scale Subsoales.

Experimental Control
pre_____post pre , post

Dyadic
Mean
S.D.

Satisfaction
38.04
5.09

35.63
7.07

38.00
6.09

35.32
6.1

Dyadic
Mean
S.D.

Cohesion
17.35
3.78

16.87
4.69

15.53
4.29

15.50
4.69

Dyadic
Mean
S.D.

Concensus.
47.98 
5.63

46.55 
8.66

49.46
8.35

48.16
8.35

Affectional Expression
Mean 8.85 8.35
S.D. . 1.96". 2.57

9.02
2.22

9.41
2.21



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION"

The positive results on the Relationship Change 
Scale (RCS) are important for several reasons. First, as 
discussed in Chapter IT, Ginsberg and Vogelsong" (19'77) , re
porting on a study of RE training for premarital couples, 
found a significant difference between the experimental and 
control groups on the RCS using a t-test on the gain scores 
for each group. While this form of analysis did show a 
significant difference between the groups from pretest to 
posttest, it did not show whether the experimental group 
made significant change from pretest to posttest. Using a 
matched pair t-test in the present study, it was shown that 
the experimental group did increase significantly in their 
pretest to posttest RCS scores. Moreover, the gain score 
for this experimental group was 9.17, compared to a gain
score of 4.6 for the experimental group in Ginsberg and

■ \  ' : - - ' .

Vogelsong's (1977) study-. - Most important, these significant 
and improved findings were found with a placebo, control group 
as opposed to a no-treatment control group, which substan
tiates, the findings by controlling for "thank you", "demand" 
and social desirability effects as possible explanations 
for positive results. Furthermore these positive findings
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with the use of a placebo control group provides evidence 
that the learned self-disclosure and empathy skills were the 
active ingredients in the differential RCS results for.' the 
experimental and control groups since the structured 
didactic, and experiential training in self-disclosure and 
empathy skills was the primary difference between the two 
groups.

.Because both the RCS and the DAS are scales which 
purport to measure various components of relationship func
tioning , the differential findings in the two scales present 
an issue which needs to be addressed. As was discussed in 
Chapter III, the two measures were chosen because they 
measured different components of relationship adjustment, 
thereby representing a broader scope when used together.
The RCS was designed by the originators of RE programs to be 
sensitive to changes in certain qualitative components of 
relationship functioning which they believed would occur as 
a result of increased self-disclosure and empathy in an 
interpersonal relationship. For example, the following 
items are indicative of'the type of questions on the RCS:

In comparison with 2 months ago, I am clearly 
aware of my partner's needs and desires.

In comparison with 2 months ago, our ability to 
communicate has become. . .

In comparison with 2 months ago, my self-expres- • 
sion and openness in relation to my partner is. . . .

In comparison with 2 months ago, my listening . 
abilities with my partner are. . . . .
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These are all items which are directly related to 

the skilled use of self-disclosure and empathy. Several 
other items on the scale such as ability to handle disagree
ments, degree of trust, and degree of intimacy are variables 
which are believed to be directly related self-disclosure 
and/or empathy. The majority of items on the RCS are of 
this nature.

On the other hand, the DAS was designed to measure 
such components Of relationship functioning as dyadic con
census, dyadic cohesion, dyadic satisfaction, and affect 
tional expression. Undoubtedly there are a few points of 
overlap between the ;two scales, but for the most part the 
DAS seems to be tapping components of relationship function
ing which are perhaps developmentally too advanced for pre
marital couples and therefore not directly affected by in
creases in pair self-disclosure and empathy for premarital 
couples. If these components are indirectly related to 
level of pair self-disclosure and empathy (as I will propose 
in a later section), it may be because the achievement of 
the components measured by the DAS are a developmental step 
above the achievement of self-disclosure and empathy skills. 
Therefore the effects of increased skill level would not be 
apparent immediately following the program but Over some 
period of time with continued use of the skills. A six 
month follow up could check out this possibility.
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Another consideration is the population for which 
the DAS was developed. Spanier (1976) developed the DAS to 
Me used with marital and non-marita! cohabiting couples and 
it is doubtful .that this premarital dating sample/ 92% of 
whom were not cohabiting, were a developmentally appropriate 
population for the DAS. For example, on the dyadic consen
sus subscale the couples are asked to rate their degree of 
agreement: or disagreement about certain issues such as fi- • 
nances, philosophy of life, and major decision making. It 
is likely that many of these premarital dating couples may 
not have ever discussed these issues at the time they ~ 
entered the program, thereby making the items inappropriate 
at pretest time,.. . Of course, learning self-disclgstire skills 
potentially brought these issues into the open, making the 
items more appropriate at posttest time; but comparing the 
non-valid pretest to the valid posttest would not make much 
sense.

The results on the DAS might also be due in part to 
a ceiling effect. For example, the mean pretest score for 
both groups was 38 out of a possible 45 on the dyadic satis
faction subscale of the DAS. In other words, on a scale 
from one (low adjustment) to five (high adjustment) the sub
jects were scoring on the average of 4.2 on each item at 
pretest. . On item number 31, which asks them to rate the 
happiness of their relationship, 4.2 falls between a rating
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of "very happy" (4) arid "extremely happy" (5) . Although 
both groups showed a significant decrease from pretest to 
pOs;ttest on the dyadic satisfaction sub scale, the experi
mental' group averaged 3.95 on each item at pbsttest, which 
means that they were still scoring- in the. "very happy" range 
on the relationship happiness question. It could be that a 
high degree of romanticism is operating in premarital rela
tionships which leaves little room for upward movement and 
significant potential for downward movement (Ginsberg and 
Vogelsong, 1977). Jacobson (1978) also addressed the pro
blem of ceiling effects when dealing with non-distressed 
populations to study the effectiveness of marital therapy.
In these adjunct, studies,, it is difficult to measure .change 
since most of the couples score relatively high on most 
indices of marital satisfaction to begin with. Because 
there is little room for change, it is difficult to demon
strate significant treatment differences between groups.

) ' .Another interesting factor which may have contri-'
buted to the significant decrease in DAS scores from pretest 
to posttest, was the occurrence of a small subgroup:of 
deviant cases in each group. Upon examination of individual 
scores, it became apparent that within each group there was 
a small subgroup of cases, most of them grouped as couples. 
Who showed not only an exaggerated decrease in scores from 
pretest to.posttest (dropping from 20 to 56 points,from
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pretest to posttest) as compared:.' to others, but also had 
posttest DAS scores (53-92) which were low enough to be con
sidered in the distressed range. (Spanierls,1976, divorce 
sample had a mean score, of 70.7') . .In the experimental group 
there were three couples and two individuals who showed this 
pattern, while in the control group there were three couples 
and one individual. It is possible that with the small 
sample in this study these deviant cases could have been the 
major factor in the significant decrease for the entire 
group.

The great drop in scores for this small subsample 
may seem alarming in view of the program's goal of in-, 
creasing relationship satisfaction and adjustment. However, 
One possible explanation is'that this small deviant subgroup 
represents those premarital relationships which would have 
dissolved with. time, anyway or. which were made up of two 
individuals who were a poor match:for each other. Obviously 
not all premarital dating relationships continue to develop 
and eventuate in some type of mature committment such as 
marriage (Lewis, 1972; Kerckhoff and Davis, 1962; Murstein, 
1971). This topic and others will be.explored in the next 
section as theory on premarital dyadic development is used 
to speculate on the impact and implications of RE training 
for premarital couples.
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Premarital Dyadic Development 
'and RE Training for Premarital Couples

To elaborate on previously introduced issues, a dis
cussion of premarital dyadic development will be presented 
to further explore the implications of RE training for pre
marital couples. Since Lewis' (1972) Premarital Dyadic 
Formation (PDF) framework is the most comprehensive to date 
for analyzing the development of the dating pair., the PDF 
framework will be the focus of this discussion. A brief 
introduction to the the PDF framework will be presented 
followed by a discussion of the implications of RE training 
for premarital couples.4

Building on the- ideas presented by Reiss (1960) , 
Bolton (1961), Kerckhoff and Davis (1962), and Rappaport 
(1963), Lewis. (1972) brought together several major theoret
ical' constructs to develop a comprehensive framework of 
premarital dyadic formation. He hypothesized that partic- ' 
ular developmental processes are more salient and relevant 
at different points in the career of a dating couple. He 
identified six time-ordered developmental process which 
couples experience across their dating and courship .:

■ ■ ■  . . >  V  ■' ■■careers. . The processes.are as follows:
1. perceiving similarities;
2. achieving pair rapport;

. 3. . inducing self-disclosure;
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4. role-taking (empathy);
5. achieving interpersonal role fit; and
6. achieving dyadic crystalization.

Central to Lewis' framework is the idea that the 
degree of success of each process is determined by the 
successful completion of the previous process. For example, 
couples who were successful in the role-taking process would 
be expected at a later time to attain greater interpersonal 
role-fit than couples who had been less successful in the 
role-taking process.

Because Lewis actually identifies successful couple 
self-disclosure and role-taking (empathy) as necessary pro
cesses in premarital dyadic formation, the framework's rele
vance in relation to training premarital couples in these 
skills becomes evident. Therefore the PDF perspective will 
be used to analyze what may happen to premarital couples who 
encounter self-disclosure and empathy skill training 
programs.

First, it can be assumed that most couples would 
come to the program already having successfully completed 
.the first two processes of 1) perceiving similarities and 
2) establishing pair rapport. These tasks seem necessary 
steps before a couple would consider themselves a serious 
dating pair. In fact, the achievement of pair rapport, 
which is evidenced by 1) positive evaluation of the other.
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2).satisfaction with pair relationships, and 3) validation 
of the self by the other, may be that period during court
ship when romanticism is high and true knowledge of the 
other is low. - This period probably contributes to very high 
pretest scores and consequently a ceiling effect when 
measuring change on relationship adjustment measures.

Assuming the first two processes have been estab
lished,' couples probably come to the program with a variety 
of different experiences with the self-disclosure and role
taking processes. Three different types of couples come to 
mind;

1. Those couples who have not had any/experience^with 
either self-disclosure or role-taking processes, 
either because of the. newness of the relationship 
or avoidance, which could be due to fear or lack of 
awareness.and skill. .

2. Those couples who have embarked on the self- ■ .
disclosure and role-taking processes without 
success due to a lack of awareness and skill or 
perhaps basic incompatability,

3. Those-couples who have embarked ontthe self
disclosure and role-taking processe with^success.

■ Although there may have been some individual cases 
which fit the third description, as a whole this was not 
apparent based on the pretest behavioral scores (Avery et
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al„, .1979) . We can assume, then, that the.majority of" 
couples participating in the program are of the first or 
second type and therefore could potentially benefit from 
self-disclosure and empathy skill training.

The.: positive results on the .behavioral tests (Avery 
et al., 1979) and on the Relationship Change Change Scale by 
the experimental group compared to the control group shows 
that premarital couples can learn self-disclosure and 
empathy skills, and that these learned skills do have a 
positive, effect on certain components of the quality of 
these relationships. According, to the PDF framework, these 
self-disclosure and empathy skills would also have positive 
implications for.the future development of these, relation
ships. Establishing successful self-disclosure and role- 
taking abilities gives these relationships a strong base for 
achieving interpersonal role fit which Lewis defines as the 
meshing.of two distinct persons— their individual person
alities, social roles, and marriage specific need 
hierarchies into one interpersonal system, and dyadic >. 
crystallization.which is a-high level of interpersonal com
petence in the pair relationship evidenced by progressive
involvement, boundary establishment, pair commitment, and ■

. ■pair intimacy (it is likely that these, are the components
of relationship functioning that the DAS. measures). .
Although self-disclosure and empathy are necessary . •
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prerequisites for achieving interpersonal role fit and 
dyadic crystallization, they are not sufficient in and of 
themselves and therefore would not guarantee that couples 
would be successful with the last two processes... However, 
having success with the self-disclosure and empathy 
processes would increase the chances of being successful 
with achieving interpersonal role fit and dyadic,crystal
lization at a later time in the developmental process of 
premarital relationship development.

Therefore, using Lewis' (1972) PDF framework as an 
interpretive device in conjunction with the findings of this 
study, we could be assured that self-disclosure and empathy 
training would have positive implications for the majority 
of premarital couples. However, it does seem likely that 
the self-disclosing process is a key filtering point for 
premarital relationships since there will always be those 
who do not like what they discover in their partners as 
they begin to reveal more intimate and private details about 
themselves. This is possibly what happened to that small 
group of deviant cases in the study whose scores dropped so 
much from pretest to posttest> However, even the casualties ' 
in a program such as this heed not be interpreted negatively 
since it•is better that this discovery be made before 
marriage than after. The high divorce rate during the first 
two years of marriage may reflect the occurrence of this
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l

discovery after marriage (Reiss, 1976, p. 306). In fact, RE 
programs for premarital couples may be seen as an added fil
tering mechanism in the dyadic development process— helping 
those couples with potential for healthy mature relation
ships by' giving them necessary skills and a foundation for 
future development while filtering out those couples who do 
not have the potential for future development toward a 
mature relationship.

Conclusions
With the behavioral data from the Avery et.al.

(1979) study and the positive findings on the RCS in this 
study, we can be cautiously optimistic about the potential 
benefit and, effectiveness of RE programs for premarital 
couples. In conjunction with the behavioral data (Avery et 
al., 1979) the findings on the RCS suggest that couples can 
learn the skills and that these learned skills do positively 
affect certain components of their relationships (i.e., 
degree of mutual understanding, self awareness, degree of 
open expression) as evaluated by the couples themselves.
The use of a non-specific control group and more sophisti
cated analysis of the data lends a great deal of weight to 
the findings on the RCS.

The negative findings on the DAS may stem in part 
from a ceiling effect and the low scores of the deviant- ' 
cases. However, the fact that the DAS is measuring
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different components of relationship adjustment (dyadic 
consensus, cohesion, satisfaction, and affactional expres
sion) leads:, one to conclude that. RE training may not have 
an immediate gosttest effect on these relationship compo
nents „ The components measured, by the DAS may be more 
closely related to Lewis' (1972) processes of interpersonal 
role fit and dyadic crystalization, which occur at a later 
point'in the developmental process. As discussed earlier, 
success in learning self-disclosure and empathy skills may 
lay the groundwork for the achievement of dyadic rold-fit 
and dyadic crystalization, but does not insure it. We might 
also expect that there may be some time-lapse, between the 
achievement of. the. self-disclosure and empathy processes and 
movement into and achievement of the last two processes. 
Therefore, a follow up study on these same couples would be 
an important contribution in this regard. It would, also be 
worthwhile to use more self-report measures, which would 
specifically tap Lewis' (1972) different stage-relevant, 
processes to determine exactly what components of dyadic 
adjustment RE training does and does not affect.



APPENDIX A

RELATIONSHIP CHANGE ' SCALE:- (GUERNEY,’-1977)

This is a questionnaire to determine whether, and 
in what ways, your relationship with your partner has . 
changed in the last two months. If you have known your 
partner less than two months, answer the questions in terms 
of how your relationship with your partmer has changed .:
since you first knew each other. Please blacken the appro
priate space oh the answer sheet for the response which 
most clearly typifies you and your relationship.

Your answers will be held in strictest confidence.

1. Within the last 2 months, my satisfaction with myself 
has become: a) much less ; , b) less ; c.) unchanged;
d) greater; e) much greater.

2. Within the last 2 months, my satisfaction with my part
ner. as a person has become: a) much less; b) less;
c) unchanged; d) greater; e) much greater.

3. Within the last 2 months,- I feel my mate views me as a 
satisfactory partner: a) much less; b) less; c) no 
change; d) more; e) much more. .

68
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4. Within the last 2 months, my mate views herself (him

self) with, satisfaction as a person: a) much less;
b) less; c) no change; d) more;,e) much more.

5. Within the last 2 months, our relationship with each, 
other has become: a) much worse; b) worse; c) un
changed; d) better; e) much worse.

6. In comparison with 2 months ago, I am clearly aware of 
my partner's needs and desires: a) much less; b) less;
c) no change; d) more; e) much more.

7. ' In comparison with 2 months ago, I am clearly aware of
my own needs and desires: a) much less; b) less; c) no 
change; d) more; e) much more.

8.. In comparison with 2 months ago, I understnad my own 
feelings: a) much less; b) less; c) no differently;
d) more; e) much more.

9. In comparison with 2 months ..ago-, I understand my part
ner's feelings: a) much less; b) less; c) no differ
ently ; d) more; e) much more.

10. In comparison with 2 months ago, our ability to com
municate has become: a) much worse; b) worse; c) un
changed; d) better; e) much more.

11. . In comparison with 2 months ago, my sensitivity
towards my partner as a person is: a) much less;
b). less; c) unchanged; d) more; e) much more.
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12. In comparison with 2 months ago, my concern and warmth 

toward my partner has become: a) much less; b) less;
c) unchanged; d) more; e) much more.

1,3. In comparison with 2 months ago, my self-expression and 
openness in relation to my partner is: a) much-less;
b) less; c) unchanged; d) more; e) much more.

14. In comparison with 2 months ago, my ability to under
stand my partner's feelings is: a) much less; b) less;
c) unchanged; d) more; e) much more.

15. In comparison with 2 months ago, my listening abilities 
with my partner are: a) much worse; b) worse; c) un
changed; d) better; e) much better.

16. In comparison with 2 months ago, my tpust in my partner 
is: a) much less; b) less; c) unchanged; d) more;
e) much more.

17. In comparison with 2 months ago, my feeling of inti-
' macy with my partner is: a) much less; b) less; c) un
changed; d) more; e) much more.

18. In comparison with 2 months ago, my confidence in our 
relationship is: a) much less; b) less; c) unchanged;
d) more; e) much more.

19. In comparison with 2 months ago, our. ability to handle 
disagreements constructively is: a) much less; b) less; 
c) no different; d) greater; e) much greater.
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20. 'In- comparison with 2 months ago, our satisfaction

about our sexual relationship is: a) much less; b) less 
c) unchanged; d) more; e) much more.

21. In comparison with 2 months ago, my difficulty in- 
talking with my partner is: a) much more; b) more;
c) unchanged; d) less; e) much less.

22. In Comparison with 2 months ago, my ability to express 
positive .feelings’ toward my partner is: a) much less; 
b) less; c) unchanged; d) greater; e) much greater.

23. In comparison with 2 months ago, my ability to con
structively express negative feelings toward my part
ner is: a) much less; b) less; c) unchanged; d) greater
e) much greater.

24. In comparison with 2 months ago, my willingness to 
share my personal concerns with my partner is: a) much

, less; b) less; c) unchanged; d) greater; e) much 
greater.

25. In comparison with 2 months ago, my capacity to believe 
and accept positive feelings my partner expresses 
toward me is: a) much less; b) less; c) unchanged;
d) more; e) much more.

26. In comparison with 2 months ago, my capacity to deal 
constructively with negative feelings, my partner ex
presses toward me is: a) much less; b) less; c) un-

■ changed; d) more; e) much more.
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27. 'In comparison with 2 months ago, my understanding„of i

the kind of relationship I want to have in the future • 
with my partner is: a) much less; b) less; c) un-. 
changed-; d) more; e) much more.

28. How adequately do you feel you. were dealing with rela
tionship problems 2 months ago? a) very inadequately;
b) fairly inadequately; c).erratic or uncertain;
d) fairly adequately; e) very adequately.

29. How adequately do you feel you are dealing with rela
tionship problems now? a) very inadequately; b) fairly 
inadequately; c) erratic or uncertain; d):.;fairly ade-

. quately;. e) .very adequately... _.
30. How would you describe your relationship as of 2 months 

ago? a) very dissatisfying; b) fairly dissatisfying; .
c) mixed or uncertain; d) fairly satisfying; e) very . 
satisfying.

31. How would you describe your relationship as it stands 
today? a) very dissatisfying; b) fairly, dissatisfying; 
c) mixed or uncertain;" d) fairly satisfying; e) very 
satisfying.



APPENDIX B

DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE (SPANIER, 1976)

Most persons have disagreements in their relation
ships. Please indicate on your answer sheet, in the appro
priate space, the approximate extent of agreement or • 
disagreement between you and your partner for each item on 
the following list.

Almost Occa- Fre- Almost
Always Always sionally quently Always Always
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree

1. Handling finances 5 4 3 2 1 0

2. Matters of recre
ation 5 4 3 2 1 0

3. Religious matters 5 4 3 2 1 0

4. Demonstrations of 
. affection 5 4 3 2 ■ ■ i ■ ■;■. 'b ■

5„ Friends 5 4 3 2 1 0

6. Sex relations 5 4 3 2 i 0

7. Conventionality
(correct or proper' 
behavior) 5 4 3 2 1 0

8. Philosophy of life 5 , 4 3 2 i 0

9. Ways of dealing 
. with parents 5 4 3 2 1 Q
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Almost Occa- Fre~- Almost
Always Always sionally quently Always Always
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree

10. Aims, goals, and 
things believed
important' 5 4 3 2 1 0

11. Amount of time 
spent together 5 4 3 2 1 0

12. Making major 
decisions 5 4 3 2 1 0

13. Household tasks 5 4 3 2 i 0

14. Leisure time 
interests and 
activities 5 4 • 3 2 ■ i 0

f15. Career decisions 5 4 3 2 1 0

All Most More, 
the of 'the often Occa-

time time than not sionally Rarely Never

16» How often have you dis
cussed or considered 
breaking up or termina-
■ ting your relationship? 0 i 2 . 3 4 5

17. How often do you or your 
partner leave each other 
after a fight? 0 i ■ 2 3 4 5

18o In general, how often do 
you think that things be
tween you and your partner 
are going well? 0 i 2 3 • 4 ■ 5

19. Do you confide in your 
partner? 0 . i 2 3 4 5

20. Do you ever regret that 
you started dating? Q 1 2 3 .4 5
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All Most, More
the of the often. Occa^

:time...time .than not sionally:.Rarely Never

21. How often do you and 
partner quarrel?'

your
... 5 , . 4 , 3 ' , 2 ... i. :.0  ■

22. How often do you and 
. partner "get on each 
other's nerves"?

your

5 4 3 2, i 0

' Almost
Every Day Every Day

Occa
sionally Rarely Never

23 <, Do you kiss your partner? 4 3 2 i 0

All of 
them

Most of Some of ...Very few 
them them of. them

None of 
' them

24. Do you and your partner
engage in, outside interests
together? 4 3 2 1 . 0

How often would you say the following events occur between you and your 
partner?

=■ ' : .  ̂' :
Never

Less than 
once a 
month

Once or Once or 
twice a twice a 
month week

Once
day

a More 
often

25. Have a stimulating 
exchange of ideas 0 1 2 3 4 5

26. Laugh together 0 i 2 3 4 5

27 i- Calmly discuss 
something 0 i 2 3 4 5 "

28. Work together.on a 
project 0 i 2 3 4 5
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These are rs.ome things about which couples sometimes agree and some

times disagree. Indicate if either item below caused differences of 

opinions or were problems in your relationship during the past few 

weeks. Indicate your response on the answer sheet.
i ■

Yes No

29. Being too tired for sex. • 0 1

30. Not showing love. Q •1,

31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of 

happiness in your relationship. The middle point,, "happy", repre

sents the degree of happiness of most relationships. On your 

answer sheet, indicate the response which best describes the 

degree of happiness, all things considered, of your, relationship.

0 ■ i 2 3 4/ 5 6
> • - •

Extremely" 
Unhappy

Fairly
Unhappy

A Little 
Unhappy

Happy Very 
Happy .

Extremely
Happy

Perfect
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32. Which, of the following statements best describes how you feel 

about the future of your relationship? Indicate your response 

on the answer sheet.

5 I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would. 
go to almost any length to see that it does.

4 I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do 
all I can to see that it does.

3 I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do 
my fair share to see that it does.

2 It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do
much more than I am doing now to help it succeed.

■ 1 It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more
than I am doing now to keep the. relationship going.

0 My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that 
I can do to keep the relationship going.



APPENDIX C

CROSS TABULATIONS OE PERCENTAGES ON DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Age
18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Control 14.3 33.9 26.8 1017 . 5.4 7.1 1.8
Experimental 13.0 33.3 20.4 16.7 11.1 5.6 0.

TOTAL 13.6 33.6 23.6 13.6 8.2 6.4 0.9
Raw Chi Square = 3.4167 with 6 Degrees of Freedom, 
Significance = .7550

Class
Not, in

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate School
Control 30.4 41.4 16,1 8.9 1.8 1.-8
Experimental 18.5 38.9 18.5 1:4.8 5.6 3.7

TOTAL 24.5 4 0.0 17.3 11.8 3.6 2.7
Raw Chi Square = 3.94894 with 5 Degrees of Freedom, 
Significance = .5568
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Control
Experimental

TOTAL

Control
Experimental

TOTAL
Raw Chi Square 
Significance =

Residence
Apartment ' Rooming
Both Sex Other Dormitory Parents House

1.8 0, 50.0 12.5 1.8
0. 1.9 44.4 9.3 0.
0.9 0.9 4 7,...3 10.9 0.9

1 Same . 
Sex

Several . 
Same Sex Alone

1 Opposite 
Sex

10.7 10.7 12.5 0.
11.1 9.3 11.1 13.0
10.9 ' 10.0 11.8 6.4
= 10,77606 with 8 Degrees of Freedom 
.2147



Mother's Marital Status
Married Separated Divorced

Divorced/
Remarried Widowed

Widowed/
Remarried

Control 83.9 1.8 0. 7.1 3,6 3.6
Experimental 61.1 3.7 16.7 7.4 5.6 5.6

TOTAL 72.7 2.7 8.2 7.3 4.5 4.5
Raw Chi Square = 12.15099 with 5 Degrees of Freedom
Significance = 0.328

Father’s Marital Status
Divorced/ Widowed/

Married Separated Divorced Remarried Widowed Remarried
Control 85.7 0. 1.8 8.9 0. 3.6
Experimental 64.8 3.7 1.9 18.5 1.9 9.3

TOTAL 75.5 1.8 1.8 13.6 0.9 6.4
Raw Chi Square = 6.06405 with 7 Degrees of Freedom 
Significance = 5.323



Community
Large
Suburb

Medium
Suburb

Small
Suburb

Large 
. City

Medium
City

Small
City Town Farm

Control 7.1 16.1 1,8 3.6 35.7 12.5 17.9 5.4
Experimental 11.1 9.3 3.7 13.0 29.6 13.0 18.5, 1.9

TOTAL 9.1 12.7 2.7 8.2 32.7 12.7 18.2 3,6
Raw Chi Square = 6.06405 with 7 Degrees of Freedom 
Significance = .5323

Religious Background
Protestant Catholic None Other NA

Control 80.4 12.5 1.8 1.8 3.6
Experimental 8 3.3 • 11.1 3.7 0. , 1.9

TOTAL 81.8 11.8 . 2.7 0.9 2.7
Raw Chi Square = 1.70779 with 4 Degrees of Freedom 
Significance = .7893



Mother's Occupation
Prof.

House
wife Service Skilled

Sales
Office

Small
Business

Prof.
BA

Large
Business

,Advanced 
Degree .

Control 41.1 3.6 3.6 28.6 7.1 14.3 0. 1.8
Experimental . .42.6 0. 1.9 24.1 5.6 22.2 1.9 1.9

TOTAL 41.8 1.8 . 2.7 26.4 6.4 18.2 0.9 1.8
Raw Chi Square =4.55168 with 7 Degrees of Freedom 
Significance = .7145 <

Father's Occupation
Prof.

Un
skilled

Semi-- 
skilled Service Skilled

Sales/
Office

Small
Business

Prof.
BA

Large
Bus;

Advanced
Degree

Control 1.8 0. 1.8 8.9 7.1 23.2 26.8 16.1 14.3
Experimental 3.7 1.9 1.9 1,9 16.7 24.1 16.7 22.2 11.0

TOTAL 2.7 0.9 1.8 5.5 11.8 23.6 21.8 19.1 12.7
Raw Chi Square = 8.10368 with 8 Degrees of Freedom -
Significance = .4234
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