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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the 

Ridley and colleagues Mutual Problem Solving Program on 

assessments of relationship satisfaction and perceptions 

of equity in remarital couples. It was predicted that 

since the program "imposed" by its processes and its 

content, an equitable system by which couples could 

resolve conflicts, that equity perceptions should improve; 

and, according to the theoretical propositions of equity 

theory, it was expected that as equity improved, so should 

overall relationship satisfaction. Ten couples completed 

the eight week training program, completing a packet of 

thirteen questionnaires and one audio-taped discussion of 

a couple problem, once at pre-test and again at post-test. 

Using a case study format, four couples' results were 

discussed regarding predictions established by equity 

theory. It was concluded that at a descriptive level, 

equity theory was able to predict the responses of low/no 

distress remarital couples to the program, but that 

individual or couple factors were more explanatory than 

equity propositions when marital distress was high. 

Implications for future empirical research was discussed. 

vi 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the past two decades much experimental work 

has been done in the general field of relationship 

enhancement. Programs such as the Minnesota Couple 

Communication (Brock & Joanning, 1983), Guerney's 

Relationship Enhancement (1977) and the Ridley and 

colleagues Mutual Problem Solving Program, MPS, (1981b) 

have been shown to be successful in increasing overall 

ratings of relationship satisfaction in premarital and 

marital couples. 

Most of these programs, however, seem to only 

improve marriage in general, producing group effects 

relative to a control group. Individual and couple 

differences in response to these programs have not been 

addressed. For instance, some couples get better, some 

get worse, others improve a little or not at all. What 

makes individual or couple responses different is "masked" 

by group effects and is then ignored, leaving individual 

differences poorly understood. In addition, low- and 
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moderately-distressed couples are the populations 

addressed by these programs, providing little information 

on how such programs might affect high-distress couples 

practically speaking, who may be the ones in most need of 

such interventions. 

Since the distressed are typically screened out of 

these types of intervention research projects, we know 

little about how distressed couples might respond. In 

fact, there is research that suggests that therapy doesn't 

work at all with severely distressed couples, with one 

crucial exception (Gurman and Kniskern, 1981). In their 

overview of treatment outcomes, Gurman and Kniskern found 

that "neither behavioral nor psychodynamic marital 

therapy has accumulated much empirical support in the 

treatment of severely distressed marriages" but notes that 

the most consistently positive results are "modes (of 

therapy) that increase couple's communication skills". 

This would indicate that relationship enhancement, which 

focuses heavily upon communication skills might be 

appropriate with a distressed population but little has 

been done to assess this. 

Clearly there are unanswered questions about 

relationship enhancement training. Not only do we not 

know how the training might impact on marital distress, we 

also do not know what distinguishes individual and couple 
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responses to such training from each other. There is no 

developed system or theory about how to think about these 

varying responses. Are they based upon personality 

characteristics, couple characteristics, interaction 

patterns, belief systems about exchanges within the 

relationship? Without a knowledge base on individual or 

couple differences in response to these types of 

interventions, couples are more or less indiscriminantly 

placed into these interventions without a basis for 

predicting outcomes, i.e. who is most likely to get 

better, worse or remain unchanged. 

Perhaps this in an acceptable condition when the 

intervention is universally positive in its impact or when 

the intervention is universally weak and non-impactful. 

In the latter case, why bother with the intervention at 

all? And in the former, universal positive effects are 

unlikely as previously indicated. 

There is a concept within these types of programs 

that to date has not been studied, although this concept 

is inherently a part of these program's thrust. This is 

the concept of mutual involvement and participation in the 

skill learning and use process by each spouse. The reason 

this mutuality is so important can be found in the 

clinical intervention literature. For example, a common 

scenario seen in marital therapy is that one spouse 
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(usually the wife) has dragged the other into counseling, 

with the resistor saying "It's not my problem - she's the 

one with the problem - I think everything is just fine." 

(Brehm, 1985). This attitude results in a non-work 

interactional style in which one spouse is willing to make 

changes and the other is not. Most marital therapists 

would agree that the non-invested spouse must see that 

solving the problem benefits him/her too and that a sense 

of personal responsibility for improving the relationship 

is essential for couple improvement (Guerney, 1977). A 

study by Ridley and Nelson (1984) showed that MPS training 

helps couples develop an "open interactional style" in 

which both partners work as a team, changing the 

perception that one person has a problem to "we have a 

problem we can solve together." Problem solving skills 

were also shown in this study to be more effective when 

couples adopted the team approach. 

When one looks at these types of interventions, one 

finds an underlying process of mutuality which 

characterizes them all. Both partners must attend and 

participate in sessions, do homework, mutually change 

interaction patterns, etc. Perhaps this underlying 

mutuality effects individuals and couples differently, 

thus explaining, in part, different responses to 

intervention efforts. 
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There is a large body of theoretical and 

experimental literature that addresses this mutuality of 

exchange in a dyadic relationship, namely equity theory. 

Equity theory states that relationship satisfaction will 

be highest when there is proportional justice, i.e. when 

each partner's overall outcomes from the relationship are 

proportional to his/her inputs or contributions to the 

relationship. People will be most content when each 

partner has similar relative gains and benefits as well as 

equal costs. In other words, each partner perceives that 

they are getting "as good a deal" as the other within the 

relationship (Walster, Walster, & Berschied, 1978). This 

theory leaves room for individual perceptions of what is 

fair and satisfying without losing it's ability to predict 

reactions to changes in a couple's mutuality of exchange 

system. It therefore seemed appropriate to use equity 

theory to examine individual and couple responses to MPS 

training. 

A central assumption then, for this thesis, is 

that couple perceptions of how satisfying, equitable or 

fair their relationship is may be sensitive to learning 

and using a relationship enhancement process that 

"demands" mutual engagement. Additionally, individual or 

couple variables which may impact on overall couple 

responses to equity and satisfaction measures can be 
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explored using the case study format. This format can 

provide information about how individual/couple 

differences and the equity basis of the MPS training 

"interact". 

In order to look at this concept that equity is an 

integral part of relationship enhancement training, this 

study will describe the effects of such training (using 

the Ridley et al. Mutual Problem Solving Program, or MPS) 

on self-reported pre- and post-test equity and marital 

satisfaction scores. Other measures such as marital trust, 

conflict tactics, marital locus of control, and daily 

feelings logs will be used to "flesh out" this description 

in order to explore the various factors that may 

contribute to individual/couple responses to the training. 

Studying responses to these various measures may point to 

additional factors that impact on the effectiveness of 

relationship enhancement training in general, as well as 

the impact of individual/couple differences in response to 

such training. The purpose here is to begin the process 

of looking at individual/couple differences in response to 

relationship enhancement training within the boundaries of 

a widely used theory of relationship functioning, namely 

equity theory. 

An additional dimension will be described in this 

study as well, that of using this MPS program for the 
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first time on a remarriage population. Previously, 

relationship enhancement in general (and MPS in 

particular) has focused only on pre-marital and 

non-distressed marital couples (Ridley et al., 1981; 

Guerney, 1977). The next logical step is to look at a 

different, more complex type of relationship. In choosing 

to look at remarried couples, it will be possible to: 

A) increase the likelihood of finding some level of 

marital distress (as indicated by the remarriage 

literature) so we can describe the impact of MPS on a 

distressed as well as a non-distressed population, 

B) determine at a descriptive case study level how 

individual/couple characteristics in a complex 

relationship might have influenced their responses to the 

training, and C) describe, in the process, the effects of 

MPS training on an untested population. Since the equity 

literature indicates that inequity causes feelings of 

marital dissatisfaction and distress (Walster et al., 

1978), such ratings will be investigated to see if this 

type of approach impacts on equity-related distress or 

not, thus enabling an assessment to be made of equity 

theory's value in explaining and furthering the 

development of a theory of individual/couple differences 

in response to relationship enhancement training. 
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The goal, then, of this study is to apply equity 

theory principles in looking at individual/couple 

differences in response to a widely used intervention 

program, MPS. An answer will be sought to the question, 

"Is equity theory a useful theoretical approach for 

understanding how individuals/couples respond to attempts 

to improve relationship functioning through systematic 

intervention?" And, if so, "How do couples with different 

systems of equity respond to the MPS program 

specifically?" 

It is important to note that this study is not 

testing equity theory, per se, but is using equity theory 

as a way to address potential individual/couple 

differences in response to a specific intervention. 

If this theoretical system proves useful in the 

exploratory sense intended here, then future research will 

have a theoretical basis for predicting responses to 

intervention programs while taking into consideration 

individual/couple differences. This may also have 

implications for using the MPS program in conjunction with 

other marital therapy techniques for remarried and 

possibly distressed complex relationships as well as 

simpler pre-marital or first married couples. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In order to address the purpose of this study, the 

current discussion will take place in three separate 

sections: 1) an explanation of the Ridley and colleagues 

Mutual Problem Solving Program (1981b) and how its 

empirical results compare to other programs of 

relationship enhancement, 2) a review of the literature on 

remarriage and what, in particular, makes it more complex 

and stressful than other types of relationships, and 3) a 

review of equity theory and its experimental results as 

relates to the goals of this study as outlined in Chapter 

One. The three bodies of literature will then be 

integrated to form a theoretical basis for the questions 

to be asked in this study. 

The Mutual Problem Solving Program 

Developed in 1976 by Dr. Carl Ridley and 

colleagues, the Mutual Problem Solving Program (or MPS) 

was first administered to non-distressed, pre-marital 
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couples for the purpose of improving couple communication 

and problem solving skills as a form of prevention for 

future relationship distress. The underlying assumption 

in this and other types of relationship enhancement 

programs is that if couples can express feelings to each 

other in a non-threatening manner, and can be accepting of 

each others feelings, then "together they should be able 

to demonstrate positive interpersonal skills which can 

provide the foundation for satisfactory relationship 

functioning (Ridley, Avery, Harrell, Leslie, & Dent, 

1981). 

The program is taught as follows. Two graduate 

students (one male and one female), trained in problem 

solving, act as facilitators at the eight weekly three-

hour training sessions (24 hours total). Several 

communication skills are taught first. The first skill, 

reflective listening, is used in each of the nine 

following steps. This skill involves one partner 

expressing and "owning" (i.e. using "I" instead of "you" 

statements) his/her thoughts and feelings, each of which 

is summarized by the other partner to indicate 

comprehension of the feelings, stated or implied, of the 

speakers message. After speaker #1 has expressed his/her 

feelings and the partner reflects these to the speakers 

satisfaction, the partners switch roles in order for the 
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listener to have a turn expressing feelings on the topic 

at hand. This skill reflects the implicit notion that 

each individual's feelings are of equal weight and value 

and that both partners have the same right to be heard. 

Reflective listening is used in each of the MPS steps 

(Ridley et al., 1981b, Ridley, 1986). Refer to Guerney 

for a complete description of reflective listening (1977). 

The second communication skill is the use of open 

questions. An open question requires more than a simple 

"yes" or "no" response. In fact, it encourages the use of 

the third skill, expression of feelings. For example, a 

listener could ask, "How are you feeling right now?" which 

would require a descriptive answer, as opposed to, "Do you 

feel sad?" which needs a mere "yes" or "no" response. An 

open question encourages a more complete understanding of 

thoughts and feelings between partners. 

These skills are used in the following MPS steps. 

STEP ONE 

Explore the problem area. The goal of this step 

is to fully discuss what is bothering both partners about 

a specific problem. Specifics, such as when and where the 

last incidence of the troubling behavior occurred and how 

the speaker felt when it happened should be included. 
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STEP TWO 

Define the problem in relationship terms. This 

step is designed to: A) determine whether the problem 

affects both partners, and B) whether they both want the 

problem to be solved. The outcome of this step is for 

both partners to genuinely agree to work together and 

"invest themselves" in finding a solution. This is 

accomplished by use of the general communication skills 

of reflective listening, open questions, and expression of 

feelings and thoughts. 

STEP THREE 

Identify how each person contributes to the 

problem. The outcome of this step is for partners to 

understand that: A) more often than not, both partners 

have a hand in creating a problem, and B) that negative 

conflict cycles are created and maintained by both 

parties. Each partner says "I contribute to this problem 

by. . .," listing behaviors, attitudes, thoughts and 

feelings that they have identified as contributing to 

problem creation and maintenance. This promotes mutual 

goodwill and aids in defusing negative conflict cycles and 

feelings. 

STEP FOUR 

State the Goal. In this step, what the couple 

wants to see happen is articulated in terms of specific 
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behaviors that they will increase or decrease. The couple 

formulates a statement such as, "We want to increase 

behavior X and decrease behavior Y." 

STEP FIVE 

Generate alternative solutions. Still using 

reflective listening, each partner identifies several 

specific behaviors he/she might change to meet their goal. 

No evaluation of the suggestions occurs at this point, 

but creativity and humor is encouraged for this 

brainstorming session. 

STEP SIX 

Evaluate alternative solutions. The goal for this 

step is to evaluate each solution according to whether or 

not it will meet the goal stated in Step Four, and if it 

will be consistent with the values and resources of each 

partner. 

STEP SEVEN 

Select the best solution. In selecting a solution, 

couples must state who will do what, when, where, and how 

often, as specifically as possible. This specificity is 

important so that expectations of each other's behavior 

changes are clearly understood, hopefully eliminating 

disappointing outcomes. 
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STEP EIGHT 

Implement the solution. Depending on the 

complexity of the behavior change agree upon, this 

mutually agreed on time period can range from several 

hours to several weeks. Stressed in this step is the 

realization that developing new ways of behaving isn't 

easy but that the effort is worth the time and patience. 

STEP NINE 

Evaluate progress. While specifying behaviors and 

timetables in preceding steps, a specific time should be 

set aside to answer the following questions: A) Did we do 

what we agreed to do?, B) If yes, did it achieve our goal 

and do we want to continue with these behaviors?, C) If 

no, what went wrong? At this point, the partners should 

return to Step Four to re-think their goal and other 

possible solutions. 

Aside from these steps, special emphasis is placed 

on group discussion and evaluation of different conflict 

management styles, namely, avoidance, attacking, and 

mutual problem solving. This is done in order to help 

couples assess their own styles and why these styles 

have or have not worked for them in the past. Such a 

discussion hopefully gave couples a solid cognitive 

foundation for understanding how and why MPS can be a 

viable addition to their current styles. It is postulated 
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that combining successful practice of the actual steps 

with a cognitive rationale for using the MPS process 

(instead if other styles) will reinforce the mutual self-

discipline required to choose to use the program, despite 

the temptation to return to previously unsuccessful 

conflict styles when emotions run high. Support for this 

notion has been shown in the cognition studies of Billings 

(1979) and Miller, Lefcourt, Holmes, Ware, and Saleh, 

(1986) who state that "cognitions influence marital 

behavior and ultimately their skill at dealing with 

problems in their relationship." 

Of the various relationship enhancement programs, 

the MPS shows many empirical strengths. In evaluating the 

Couple Communication Program (Joanning, 1982), 

participants reported a desire for more skills practice in 

addition to working on awareness issues; MPS has mutual 

skills practice at each session. In a study on the 

effectiveness of the Minnesota Couples Communication 

Program (Wampler, 1982), the durability of skills was 

shown to be weak and the program didn't alter self-

disclosure or esteem ratings. Comparatively, the MPS 

program showed retention of problem solving skills six 

months after training and increased feelings of 

heterosexual competence (Ridley and Nelson, 1984). 
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Another study by Ridley and Bain (1983) showed an increase 

in self disclosure by MPS subjects as well. 

Perhaps the most widely known program is the 

Guerney Relationship Enhancement Program, or RE (Guerney, 

1977). Since the Ridley MPS program incorporates and 

expands upon the Guerney approach, the results of RE 

programs warrants mention. Guerney states (1977) that the 

impact of RE training on the relationship itself will be 

to "increase the general psychological and emotional well-

being of the participants as individuals." With this 

increase comes increased desire and ability to be 

empathic, share power in the relationship, be self-

disclosing and feel free to discuss "hot issues" without 

defensiveness and the accumulation of negative feelings. 

These improvements take place in an atmosphere of 

education, as opposed to therapy which can seem more 

threatening. The purpose of the program is to "change 

behavior through cognitive attitude change" and learning 

specific reflective listening and empathic skills 

(Guerney, 1977). 

The RE program has been shown to be more effective 

in increasing marital communication skills and marital 

satisfaction ratings were higher and longer lasting than 

the improvements shown by the aforementioned programs, 

even for distressed marital couples experiencing low 
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marital satisfaction (Brock and Joanning, 1983). These 

authors suggest that RE may be an appropriate change 

strategy for more than the enrichment population only. 

And in an interesting study comparing the acceptability to 

participants in various treatment approaches, the 

behavioral and skill change approach was rated more 

acceptable than analytic and awareness treatments 

(Bornstein, 1983). The author of that study concluded 

that a treatment which is acceptable is more likely to be 

utilized by the public. 

Other studies on RE show increases in reported 

relationship adjustment, trust, warmth, empathy, 

genuineness, and improved couple communication (Ridley, 

Jorgensen, Morgan & Avery, 1982) and that these skills 

were retained at a six month follow-up when a "booster 

session" was given after training had been completed 

(Avery, Ridley, Leslie, & Milholland, 1980). 

A recent study by Guerney, Baker and Ross (1985) 

investigated the effectiveness of RE training as compared 

to the techniques of five marital therapists. Each 

therapist saw himself as using eclectic methods for 

couple therapy, depending on couple needs. However, each 

therapist also perceived himself as being strongly 

influenced by a particular theory. Two therapists leaned 

toward a Rogerian, client-centered approach, one relied 
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heavily on behavior modification techniques, another used 

Sullivan's interpersonal theory, and the fifth used a 

psychoanalytic approach. None had been exposed to the RE 

model prior to the training for this study. 

All five therapists were trained in RE methods for 

three days. Then, the 24 volunteer couples (all of whom 

had come to this particular clinic for marital counseling) 

were randomly assigned among the five therapists. Twelve 

couples received RE therapy only, the other twelve 

received therapy via the preferred treatment of the 

particular therapist who was instructed not to use RE 

methods at all. The clinic director was trained to 

recognize RE techniques so that when he randomly observed 

the five therapists during their sessions he could 

recognize whether the instruction to not use RE was, in 

fact, being adhered to. The director found that, indeed, 

those therapists who were told not to use the techniques 

did not do so and that it was relatively easy to 

differentiate between RE and non-RE therapy methods. 

On general relationship, communication, and marital 

adjustment measures, couples receiving the RE therapy 

showed more relative gains than the couples who had 

received the preferred treatment of the particular 

therapist to whom they had been assigned. These results 

add weight to the conclusion of Brock and Joanning (1983) 
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that RE may be appropriate for therapeutic use with 

distressed couples as well as couples seeking enrichment. 

The MPS program teaches the same empathic and 

reflective listening skills that RE does. Comparative 

studies between the two programs show similar gains in 

participant's scores in terms of empathy, self-esteem, 

communication skills and relationship adjustment (Ridley 

et al, 1981b). It was noted earlier that MPS adds 

negotiation skills to the reflective listening skills, 

making it a potentially more powerful "tool" than RE 

alone. Studies of MPS show a significant increase in 

problem solving skills at a behavioral level, as well as 

increases in marital adjustment (Ridley et al., 1981b, 

Ridley & Bain, 1983; Ridley & Nelson, 1984; Ridley et 

al., 1982). 

The addition of actual negotiation skills (outlined 

in Steps Four through Nine) meant that, not only did 

partners increase their sensitivity to each other through 

the use of the general communication skills described 

earlier, but they were able to move toward actually 

choosing a solution and implementing it in a step by step 

process within a specific problem area (Ridley et al., 

1981b, 1982). High levels of skill maintenance were 

discovered at six-month follow-up (Ridley et al., 1981b), 

with the authors concluding that, in comparison to the 
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relationship discussion control group, "it would appear 

that these (MPS) skills do not develop naturally with 

increased couple interaction, but are, in fact, a function 

of specific training." 

It is this study's contention that MPS skill use 

will also create a mutually cooperative and equitable 

atmosphere in which to deal with the inevitable conflicts 

that arise in marriage. Guerney (1977) states that using 

these skills "increases feelings of coupleness, 

partnership, and (that a) feeling of power equity should 

come about as skill levels increase." Since such positive 

effects have been documented repeatedly with pre-marital 

and marital dyads and more recently with distressed 

subjects, this study seeks to add yet another population 

to those who have already been studied, the remarried 

couple. While many remarried couples are sure to have 

"high levels of marital satisfaction and perceive their 

relationships to be equitable, the following portion of 

this literature review will show the likelihood of finding 

feelings of dissatisfaction and unfairness (inequity) in 

the remarried population. Dissatisfaction can result 

from the complexities of dealing with an "open marital 

system," namely a marital relationship which must also 

attend to the needs of a step-family and other "first 
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family relatives," a situation which is commonly created 

when the majority of persons remarry. 

THE REMARRIED COUPLE 

In a first marriage, couples have to adjust to 

primarily dyadic and self-development issues. In a 

remarriage, an additional set of complex issues must also 

be dealt with. This quote by a remarried husband speaks 

to this issue: 

The first time I got married, I worried about 
love, sex, compatibility, making a living, and 
what my friends and family would think of my wife. 
The second time around, I had to think about all 
that plus my kids and step-kids, hassles with the 
lawyer and my ex. I wasn't just worried about 
making a living—I needed to make two livings. 
(Reingold, 1976). 

A look at reasons for divorce speak to these same 

issues. Messinger (1984) states that reasons for first 

divorces are predominantly dyadic in nature; problems over 

children or money are low on the list of causes for first 

divorces (approximately half of all first marriages end in 

divorce). In contrast, disagreements over children and 

finances are responsible for the higher divorce rate 

(approximately 60%) among remarried couples. Messinger 

believes that this is a result of "parental conflicts made 

worse by the ambiguity of role relationships in step-

families and baggage from the previous marriage." In 
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short, remarriages are loaded with opportunity for 

conflict. Both adults and children in the remarriage 

population "are at risk for developing emotional and 

somatic problems" (Messinger, 1984). 

Lack of problem solving and communication skills 

is the prominent theme of a study by Markman and Farrell 

(1986) which points out several reasons second marriages 

develop serious problems. In a study comparing first and 

second married couples, the authors found that remarrieds 

suffer from a "communication skills deficit." Their 

problem solving skills were poor, they tended to put off 

discussing problems until they became critical, and they 

avoided self-disclosure of feelings. Also apparent was a 

much lower ability to predict spouse's perceptions on 

significant marital issues, indicating a lack of awareness 

of each other's needs and feelings. 

Markman and Farrell explain these findings by 

pointing out that, due to lowered self-esteem left over 

from a failed first marriage, a divorcee may be less 

selective in choosing a second spouse. Divorcees see 

themselves as less desirable in the "marriage 

marketplace," especially if they have custody of 

children. This can lead to being more concerned with 

finding a spouse to provide the direct rewards of 
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financial and emotional security rather the affective, 

indirect rewards associated with intimate communication. 

Fear of rejection and the socialized belief that 

it's better to be in a relationship than alone may lead to 

acceptance of a less than ideal mate in terms of personal 

compatibility. This inability to be alone reflects 

emotional insecurity that may discourage remarrieds from 

taking the risk of self-disclosure and conflict engagement 

during the courtship process; fear of a second divorce 

prevents many remarrieds from dealing with familial and 

couple conflict openly. Poor communication skills lead to 

frustration if problem solving is attempted at all, 

reinforcing low self-esteem and the desire not to self-

disclose. 

Markman and Farrell also noted that second-married 

individuals tended to be less compatible than first time 

spouses in terms of personality characteristics, family 

and educational background, religious beliefs, and wage 

earning/professional status. This suggests that, in 

selecting a mate the second time around, criteria based on 

variables other than good communication skills are being 

used. Desire for relief from single parenting, financial 

considerations and loneliness are but a few likely 

criteria. 
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Markman and Farrell state that this combination of 

personal incompatibility between mates, low self- esteem, 

lack of self-disclosure and the inability to risk dealing 

with conflict openly may result in poorly developed 

communication skills in remarried couples. Essentially, 

remarrieds "settle for less" in mate selection and this 

most often means that a deficit in communication, which is 

predictive of marital dissatisfaction, is the result. 

Markman and Farrell's study points directly to the 

need for structured communication skills training, making 

MPS a highly appropriate program for use with the 

remarried population. Ideally, once guidelines are in 

place for communication and success is had during 

training, self-esteem may rise. Incompatibilities can be 

accommodated for, self-disclosure is likely to increase 

and intimacy can begin to develop in a trusting 

atmosphere. 

Scanning the literature in the field of remarriage 

reveals that the topic is often inseparable from the 

literature about step-families. Furthermore, the bulk of 

this information is either theoretical, legally or 

clinically oriented, or in the form of self-help and 

biographical books. There is very little literature that 

looks at remarriage as an institution of two persons. 

Realistically, it must be recognized that the step-family 
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and its issues do, in fact, impact on the couple 

relationship, but the relationship itself warrants study. 

While spouses in a first marriage can rely on a 

wide range of habitualized behavior (i.e.husband, wife, 

parent roles) to assist them in developing into a couple 

and eventually a family unit, there are no such socially 

established guidelines for spouses taking on the parental 

role as soon as they say "I do" (Cherlin, 1985). For 

this reason, remarriage is referred to by Cherlin 

as "an incomplete institution." He says: 

"...society offers inadequate role models for 
the complex roles of step-children, former in-laws 
who are still grandparents, and ex-spouses who must 
still somehow separate from each other while 
continuing to parent their children together. 
Legal regulations are either non-existent or 
unclear about step-parent rights and obligations 
and popular fairy tales are the only place children 
get ideas about what it's like to live in a 
step-family". 

Goetting (1982) agrees with Cherlin7s assessment 

of the incomplete institution and adds that society seems 

to expect "the remarried pair to function in the same way 

as the first marital pair, despite the complexities 

introduced by children from a former marriage, many of 

whom have unresolved feelings carried over into their new 

'family'." There may also be present in the new marital 

pair, expectations that this new family will somehow 

correct the failures and improve upon the last family 
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arrangement, as though the step-family was merely an 

improvement on and continuation of the former family 

(Visher,1979). Terrible disappointment follows for all 

when they discover that their new family does not emulate 

television's "The Brady Bunch." As one new step-mother 

said, "It's more like 'Star Wars'—I never know which 

quadrant the attack will be coming from; my kids, his 

kids, our ex'es, or even my husband. I thought I was 

gaining a new family; instead I'm being torn in a thousand 

directions at once." (Einstein, 1985). 

In order for a remarriage to survive, Goetting 

(1982) suggests that couples need to make six major 

transitions (called remarriage stations) in their new 

roles. Wrought with fear of more loss or rejection, not 

all who marry again accomplish even the first station, 

emotional remarriage, in which trust and vulnerability 

must develop. The second station is psychic remarriage, 

or changing one's identity from that of a single 

individual to that of a couple again. 

The third station is community remarriage in which 

the new couple re-enter the social world of married 

couples. This may mean the loss of close relationships 

with unmarried, divorced or opposite sex friends in favor 

of spending time with less intimate pairs. These other 

couples are often not selected to meet personal needs 



27 

but to meet social, business or entertainment needs of the 

couple. Remarriage, then, can mean loss or weakening of 

personal support networks. 

The fourth station, that of parental remarriage, 

has received the most attention in the literature as 

previously mentioned. The problem of step-parenthood is 

based on the fact that the role itself is poorly defined 

and implies contradictory expectations. For instance, the 

step-parent is often resented by the step-children if 

there are attempts to discipline and behave like a "real 

parent" and yet the law of in loco parentis says that in 

custodial instances a step-parent can be held responsible 

for the financial support and safety of the step-children, 

even though the step-parent is not entitled to make any 

decisions on the child's behalf, even in a medical 

emergency. Step-parents complain that they are expected 

to somehow maintain discipline while always "gracefully 

acceding to the parental prerogative of the natural 

parent, thereby making them functionally a non-parent" 

(Goetting, 1982). 

Goetting (1982) notes that the chief complaint of 

step-parents is confusion and resentment over the 

ambiguity of their role. A dyadic problem in this 

remarriage station is that marital adjustment must occur 

simultaneously with parental adjustment. This means that 
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the primary husband-wife bond which forms prior to the 

arrival of children in first marriages may never have the 

chance to develop for reiiiarrieds. This is especially true 

if children are attempting to "divide and conquer," 

usually motivated by fear of being replaced by the new 

step-parent. Sometimes the natural parent's prior bond to 

the children can serve as a threat to the weaker, newer 

husband/wife bond, particularly if the natural parent 

still feels guilty about how the divorce affected the 

children and acts this out by refusing to set rules and 

limits for the children. This creates marital conflict 

when the new spouse requests some semblance of order in 

the household. Such couple conflict makes it difficult 

for the new family to integrate into a unit that works 

together and not in separate alliances against each other. 

Goetting's fifth station is economic remarriage. 

Second only to conflict over children, how resources will 

be earned and distributed is the most sensitive issue for 

remarried couples. The finances of a remarried couple is 

an "open system;" a remarital couple's budget can not be 

created or maintained solely on the basis of their own 

needs and desires. Needs of ex-spouses and children, 

which may change as children grow, must be taken into 

consideration. Of primary concern is the fairness of the 

distribution of resources. Who should get how much and 
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from whom? Whose needs come first, an ex-wife's or the 

current wife's? Cries of inequity come from all corners 

of the arena in the complex economic system of providing 

for not a replacement family but an additional one. 

The sixth station is legal remarriage. There are 

currently few legal guidelines regarding legal issues 

that remarrieds may face. Step-parents have no legal 

rights to their step-children unless they adopt them. If 

a spouse dies without a will (or even with a will in some 

states), ex-spouses may be able to take an estate away 

from the current spouse and children, despite having 

been divorced many years prior. Who is entitled to social 

security, pension and insurance benefits is also unclear 

in the law. The lack of both legal guidelines and 

protections for all members of first and second families 

encourages jealousy and competition, in which material 

things may become the battle ground for unresolved issues 

in relationships between former spouses. Children are 

often used as pawns during the adversarial process of 

divorce which experts show is the most damaging part of 

divorce for children (Messinger, 1984). 

Messinger sums up the dilemmas and pitfalls 

Goetting outlines in the stations of remarriage: "We make 

two mistakes in thinking about step-families. One is to 

assume they're just like any other family; the other is to 
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assume they are not." This is particularly true of the 

remarried pair themselves who must somehow become a strong 

unit between the two of them, just as in first marriages. 

Without this mutual coalition, no marriage will survive, 

whether it be first, second or sixth. 

Cherlin (1985) points out that, in addition to 

legal inadequacy, we have linguistic inadequacies in 

dealing with second marriages and step-families. We have 

no name for step-parents which defines their role, no name 

for the two "homes" children go between, and no way to 

define what this "family" is and who belongs in it. Is it 

alright for a child to call two men "Daddy"? Even the 

anthropologist Overall notes that our lack of social norms 

for second marriages means that "each individual set of 

families will have to work out its own destiny without any 

realistic guidelines" (Henslin, 1985). 

In addition to this lack of guidelines, Whiteside 

(1982) points out that the remarried family not only faces 

the transitions just mentioned, but must also deal with 

the developmental life stages of each of the individual 

members. Remarried husbands going through their mid-life 

crisis in combination with a teenager going through the 

rebellious stage necessary for individuation can make for 

an explosive combination. Like first-family development, 

each stage of step-family development is a cycle of a 
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critical event (in this case the actual remarriage) which 

disrupts a stable equilibrium (the previously single-

parent household). 

According to the Vishers (1979, 1982) there is a 

transition period in which roles, rules and mutual history 

must be developed before a new equilibrium within the 

step-family can be found. Complicating this cycle 

are the simultaneously changing life stages of growing 

children plus two adults trying to go through the 

stations of remarriage identified by Cherlin (1985). It 

is quite possible then, that the crisis and transition 

periods are present more often than the equilibrium 

periods, contributing toward the statistic that between 

the third and fifth year of the remarriage is when the 

crisis usually becomes unbearable enough to seek therapy 

or divorce (Wald, 1981). 

Whether one looks at the empirical literature such 

as Markman, Cherlin, Whiteside, Goetting and Messinger, 

or at the self-help literature by authors like Einstein, 

or the clinical works of Visher or Wald, the consensus is 

clear; step-family problems "spill over" into the couple 

relationship, contaminating and retarding the development 

of the husband/wife bond. To deal with this, most sources 

recommend learning coping and communication skills 

(Whiteside, 1982, Einstein, 1985). Pre-marrieds or newly-
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weds would benefit from problem solving training (Visher, 

1979, Wald, 1981), and extended family therapy, involving 

step-children, grandparents and ex-spouses is ideal 

(Visher, 1979). Universally among the literature is the 

notion that in order for the step-family to function well, 

the marriage itself must be the first priority in terms of 

the two partner's time, energy and commitment. When the 

two partners act as a unified front, the chances of step-

family survival increases (Mynatt, 1984). 

That the prospects are high for conflict between 

remarried partners should now be clear. The usefulness of 

a communication and problem solving technique such as the 

MPS program which establishes a clear guideline by which 

to deal with any type of problem would seem to be a 

desirable option for couples encountering second marriage 

difficulties. 

Looking a little closer at the remarriage 

literature we can see that many of the typical problems 

are issues of equity. The financial and legal issues are 

obvious; who should get what is clearly an issue of 

equitable distribution. So are the emotional issues in 

remarriage. Step-parents may feel unfairly treated by 

unappreciative step-children (Visher, 1982). A step

mother may feel the pangs of inequity when his children 

get more of his time, money and love than her or their 



33 

children (Mynatt, 1984). Custodial step-fathers may feel 

it's unfair that they must pay for and daily discipline 

children who are ecstatic to see their natural father, 

whose financial and parental contributions to his kids are 

infrequent (Einstein, 1982). In short, there is fertile 

ground for inequities to exist in remarriages. And 

clearly, these inequities are distressing and can have a 

negative impact on marital adjustment for the remarried 

couple (Whiteside, 1982). 

To sum up, it should be clear to the reader that 

the remarriage relationship is fraught with complexity, 

and that, with so many possible factors contributing to 

marital distress, it may not be as easy to predict the 

response of couples to MPS training as with pre- or 

first-married pairs. It is conceivable that there 

may be problems that extend beyond the control of the 

actual marital pair, and that while MPS skills may improve 

relationship satisfaction, there may still exist external 

situations that lead an individual to assess their 

position as being inequitable. Due to this distinct 

possibility, using measures other than satisfaction and 

equity may prove especially enlightening in examining the 

impact of the MPS training on such a complex relationship. 

Clearly there are many types of actual and 

psychological inequities in remarriage. And since this 
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study postulates that the MPS program inherently makes use 

of the concept of mutual involvement (a conceptual "kin" 

to equity), it is now appropriate to review the equity 

literature in order to finish developing the theoretical 

basis from which it will be possible to analyze the impact 

of the MPS training on remarried subjects. 

EQUITY THEORY 

The prominent authors of equity theory begin their 

argument by complaining that the current bent of 

scientists is to develop "a myriad of elegant little mini-

theories," many of which contradict each other and are of 

little help in the practical world. What is needed, they 

argue, is a general theory of social behavior. Such a 

theory should: 1) rigorously define its terms, 2) specify 

a few precisely stated propositions, 3) deduce hypotheses 

from these principles, and 4) test hypotheses (Walster, 

Walster & Berscheid, 1978). 

Equity theory proceeds to follow these directives, 

integrating the insights of reinforcement theory, 

cognitive consistency theory, psychoanalytic theory and 

exchange theory. One might question why an equity theory 

should be a general social behavior theory. The answer is 

that it addresses both the behavior of individuals and of 

couples and groups. It is, says Walster, a "special duty 
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of civilized people to be concerned about what is fair." 

Although we may feel that issues of fairness in the global 

sense don't really affect us, economists predict that 

these issues will impact on us personally by the year 2000 

in terms of distribution of world resources. And on a 

personal level, we all use equity considerations in our 

day-to-day relationships and contacts with others (Walster 

et al., 1978). 

For example, we teach children that to "play fair" 

is as important as winning. Many Americans would agree 

that our system of free elections is fair and that 

dictatorships are not. A working wife may feel it is 

unfair that her husband won't share housework and child 

care tasks equally. We may exchange favors with our 

neighbor on a calculated one-for-one basis, trading a 

dinner invitation for driving the car-pool. Children soon 

learn how easy it is to induce parental guilt by claiming 

a parent favors a certain sibling. 

Although there are theorists who, like Eric Fromm 

in The Art of Loving (1962), claim that true love goes 

beyond crass considerations of what is to be gained in 

return, still other theorists (such as Lederer, Rubin, 

John Stuart Mill) contend that equity considerations do, 

in fact, apply in intimate relationships. Even Fromm 

admits that few of us are capable of giving unconditional 
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love and that "most flawed human love relations follow 

the same pattern of exchange which governs the commodity 

and labor market." Patterson notes, "There is an odd kind 

of equity which holds when people interact with each 

other. . . we each have our own kind of book-keeping 

system for love and for pain. Over time the books are 

balanced" (Walster et al, 1978). Assuming marital 

partners do keep such "accounts," this study will evaluate 

whether or not the MPS program has had an impact on 

"keeping (or restoring) the balance" in subject's "equity 

ledgers." 

Equity theory is composed of four interlocking 

propositions, of which numbers three and four will be most 

useful to the current argument that the MPS program ought 

to increase perceptions of fairness and marital 

satisfaction as it decreases levels of distress. From 

these propositions, a number of empirical hypotheses 

have been shaped and tested. These research results will 

be discussed later in this chapter. First will be 

explained these "building blocks" of equity theory with 

illustrative examples of each (Walster et al., 1978). 

Equity Propositions 

1) Individuals will try to maximize their outcomes 

(where Outcomes = Rewards - Costs), e.g. a person will 
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prefer to accept a job that pays $10 per hour rather than 

$5 per hour if all other costs of holding such a job 

(travel time, type of work, etc.) are fairly equal. 

2) Groups can maximize collective reward by 

evolving accepted systems for equitably apportioning 

resources among members. Thus groups will evolve such 

systems of equity and will attempt to induce members to 

accept and adhere to these systems. Groups will generally 

reward members who treat others equitably and generally 

punish (increase the costs for) members who treat others 

inequitably. For example, our legislative system 

attempts to punish wrong-doers and settle disputes 

between parties with the use of an impartial judge charged 

with deciding what is fair to both sides. 

3) When individuals find themselves participating 

in inequitable relationships, they will become distressed. 

The more inequitable the relationship, the more distress 

individuals will feel. For example, a wife stays home and 

takes care of all household chores, feeling this is an 

equal deal in exchange for her husband providing them 

with an income. Cost of living increases create the need 

for the wife to work too after several years of their 

traditional arrangement. Soon the wife notices, to her 

dismay, that her husband still expects her to do all the 

housework. She feels their relationship has become 
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inequitable, thus she is likely to feel angry and taken 

for granted in her marriage. 

4) Individuals who discover they are in an 

inequitable relationship will attempt to eliminate their 

distress by restoring equity. The greater the inequity 

that exists, the more distress they will feel, and the 

harder they will try to restore equity. The wife in the 

above example may attempt to alleviate her distress by 

requesting that her husband take over several household 

chores. He replies that his work is more taxing than 

hers, therefore he should not have to work at home as 

well. This stance will likely increase the wife's 

distress, and she will either try various ways to force 

her husband to comply with her requests for a fair 

division of labor, or she may seek to punish him, perhaps 

by not doing any housework herself. 

For the purposes of this study, four equity/ 

satisfaction categories which operationalize these 

propositions were created. Couples will be placed into 

these categories according to their pre-test responses on 

the equity and marital satisfaction measures. 

Briefly, these four categories or patterns can be 

described as follows: 1) Equity = both spouses report 

they are getting an equal deal and are satisfied in 

general with the relationship, 2) Female underbenefitted = 
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the wife is dissatisfied and feels her husband is getting 

the better deal, and the husband either agrees with this 

assessment (which may or may not produce dissatisfaction 

due to feelings of guilt about the inequity) or, more 

commonly, feels the relationship is satisfying and 

equitable, 3) Male underbenefitted = the husband feels 

dissatisfied and that his wife has the better deal while 

the wife is likely to either agree (with or without guilt) 

or report satisfaction and equity, 4) Both underbenefitted 

= both spouses claim the other has a better deal and both 

are likely to report dissatisfaction with the marriage; 

typically this is the highest distress level category of 

the four. At post-test, equity and satisfaction ratings 

will be taken again to ascertain if the MPS program 

appeared to alter these ratings. Equity theory would 

predict that dissatisfied, inequitable couples will 

increase in satisfaction if their inequity issues are 

resolved, and satisfied couples should remain in the 

equitable/satisfied category after training (Traupman, 

Peterson, Utne & Hatfield, 1981). 

The Use of Equity Theory in this Study 

It is not the purpose of this study to directly or 

empirically test equity theory. Instead, equity theory's 

propositions are seen to be congruent with the built-in 
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notion of mutual engagement/involvement of the MPS 

training program. Therefore equity theory will serve to 

explain and illustrate the effects of the MPS program on 

the complex dyad of a remarriage, as well as to point 

toward individual and couple differences that may have 

impacted on the overall results of the couple's responses. 

Secondarily, some observations may be made about equity 

theory itself and how well it served to explain study 

results. Since it is the goal of most relationship 

enhancement programs to improve marital satisfaction 

ratings and equity theory states that satisfaction and 

fairness are interrelated, using the theory seemed like a 

logical choice in describing MPS results. 

The aforementioned equity propositions serve as 

building blocks of equity theory and can be easily 

detected by the reader as the central core for all 

empirical equity research to be described here. While 

many types of relationships are examined by equity theory, 

this review will report only the equity research done on 

intimate relationships. First, how the theory can be used 

to describe the impact of the MPS program will be 

discussed. Then discussion will move to a more detailed 

explanation of how equity "equations" are made and 

interpreted. 



41 

The results section of this thesis will describe, 

in case study fashion, four couples' responses on various 

measures (including the equity and marital satisfaction 

measures) to the MPS training. In these responses, 

evidence that propositions three and four are actual 

behavior patterns may be seen. In fact, propositions 

three and four will be descriptively "tested" as pre- and 

post-test responses to the equity and marital satisfaction 

measures are evaluated. Self-reports on how well each 

individual perceives their problem solving exercises to be 

going may also yield support for equity notions. These 

self-reports include asking couples to describe daily 

feelings toward and interactions with their spouse which 

may give a clue as to whether or not using MPS skills is 

affecting actual issues of fairness and the corresponding 

feelings of satisfaction or distress. 

To return momentarily to the equity propositions 

themselves, note that nowhere is there any indication of 

what constitutes a rewarding or punishing outcome; this 

judgement is made by the scrutineer of the relationship, 

in this case the spouses themselves. The beauty of this 

is that researchers do not need to know how each partner 

makes their evaluation of whether or not their 

relationship is fair; one only needs to know what their 

equity rating is (see Equity Measure, Appendix A) to be 
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able to see if their satisfaction ratings correspond. 

Then it can be ascertained whether or not the two ratings 

moved in the direction of improvement that this thesis 

postulates should be possible after learning and using MPS 

skills. This makes analyzing results a fairly simple 

matter of looking at pre- and post-test ratings and then 

checking to see if equity theory's propositions explain 

them. We will then look at other measures (listed in the 

methods section) to make our explanations fuller and more 

meaningful, including describing individual/couple factors 

that seemed to impact on a couple's results. 

How Equity Theory Works 

Equity theory states that relationship satisfaction 

will be highest when there is proportional justice, i.e. 

when each partner's outcomes (positive and negative 

consequences of being in the relationship) are 

proportional to his/her inputs (the contributions to the 

exchange that entitle the individual to enjoy rewards or 

to suffer costs) (Brehm, 1985). In short: Outcome = 

Rewards - Costs. 

If, for example, a couple's recreational activities 

were always chosen by the husband, he would suffer no 

costs (unless he feels guilty about always getting his 

way) and would receive the positive outcome of enjoying 



43 

his leisure. However, his wife may not enjoy such 

activities and may resent the fact that her desires are 

not addressed; to her, no control over leisure activities 

would be a cost to staying in the relationship. Unless 

she feels the rewards of being in the relationship 

outweigh the costs, she will feel underbenefitted, i.e. 

that the rewards she gets out of the couple's leisure time 

are not proportional to her husbands outcome. She may 

feel dissatisfied and that her husband has a better deal. 

In order to restore proportional justice and reduce the 

wife's distress, the couple would need to agree to 

activities of her choosing as well as his. Exactly how 

this would occur will depend on what seems fair 

(equitable) to each, and good negotiation skills will be 

crucial to reaching a compromise should the couple not be 

able to reach agreement. Note that equity theory leaves 

room for these individual tastes and preferences; it only 

states that perceived imbalances in any area of a couple's 

relationship will cause distress and that the person with 

the highest level of distress will be motivated to 

restore equity to the relationship. 

Equity equations graphically illustrate how fair a 

couple perceives their relationship to be. Satisfaction 

is related to having similar relative gains (Brehm, 1985). 

The following equations are examples of relationships 
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that would be considered equitable according to the 

theory. Numerators reflect outcomes in units of 

subjectively experienced satisfaction ranging from 0 

(meaning no satisfaction) to 100 (indicating total 

satisfaction in the relationship overall). Denominators 

reflect the perceived inputs or contributions to the 

relationship ranging from 0 to 100. 

A) Partner X Partner Y B) Partner X Partner Y 

80 = 80 20 = 20 
100 100 100 100 

C) Partner X Partner Y 

30 = 50 
60 100 

Note that even when outcome (i.e. satisfaction) is low as 

in example B, if partners perceive each other to have 

similar relative gains (in this case, they both have low 

gains of 20), then they will perceive that the 

relationship is fair. They are likely to be dissatisfied 

and seek ways to mutually improve outcomes, but their 

issues aren't going to be centered around fairness. 

Example C is an interesting case of equity; partner 

X gets one unit of satisfaction for every two units of 

input and partner Y has the same one-to-two ratio. If 

both partners agree that these numbers correctly reflect 

outcomes and inputs, than even though partner Y is putting 
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in more than X (100 units input for Y, 60 for X), he is 

also getting more out of the relationship; their 

rewards and costs are proportional, therefore they should 

perceive their relationship to be equitable. Note that 

these examples are all theoretical and leave room for 

alternate explanations of marital distress. They only 

speak to the fact that fairness is one aspect of marital 

satisfaction and provide a means for assessing whether 

dissatisfaction and distress can be linked to equity 

issues or not. 

In an inequitable relationship, outcomes and 

inputs are not proportional between partners and there 

fore, this state of affairs can be said to be responsible 

to a greater or lesser degree (depending on other couple 

dynamics of course) for relationship distress. For 

example: 

Partner X Partner Y 

80 = 20 
100 10 

In this example, partner X is overbenefitted. He receives 

four units of outcome per five units of input compared to 

partner Y's one unit of outcome for every five units of 

input. This makes partner Y underbenefitted, and he 

should be feeling distress and the desire to restore 

equity to the relationship. Interestingly, equity 
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research shows that being overbenefitted produces distress 

in the form of guilt and that such individuals may, 

particularly if they are female, try to balance out the 

relationship by giving more. Overbenefit distress is not 

as acute as the pain of being underbenefitted. Such 

individuals are likely to feel angry and will try hardest 

to restore equity, either by demanding that more by given 

them, or by giving less themselves. In contrast, 

equitable couples are most likely to feel happy and 

content (Walster et al., 1978). 

Equity theory rests on the simple assumption that 

man is selfish (proposition one) and this notion is 

supported indirectly by anyone who seeks to change the 

behavior of another in order to "get what I deserve." 

This can be seen in the popular magazine and best-seller 

topics like assertiveness, women's liberation (and more 

recently men's liberation), and "how-to" books on topics 

from how to succeed in business to how to get more out of 

the sexual experience. As social science well knows, 

behavior that is rewarded is most likely to continue and 

behavior that is punished or ignored is likely to be 

extinguished. But the various theories that attest to 

this fact deal with individual behavior changes, as though 

man lives an isolated existence, simply reacting to an 

incoming stimuli as it occurs. Equity theory recognizes 
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that man is a social creature and that, when left in 

groups of two or more, people will act as a unit, 

devising ways to apportion rewards and costs among group 

members (proposition two). Furthermore, these schemes 

will change as a situation changes and will take into 

account the capabilities and needs of the majority of 

individuals (Walster et al., 1978; Utne, 1978). It stands 

to reason that those who possess effective interpersonal 

negotiating skills will have a better chance at 

influencing the apportionment scheme in their own favor, 

and that this logic applies to marital rewards as well. 

This makes equity theory a highly flexible tool 

for explaining dyadic behavior in light of any situational 

context (i.e. who needs what, when, how much, for how 

long) and seems particularly appropriate to use, given 

that remarriage is likely to be a complex system and that 

many equity negotiations may be needed. The couple unit 

is a logical place to begin making use of MPS skills and 

the benefits of an equitable approach to conflict 

resolution may "spill over" into the family negotiation 

style. No doubt, reducing family tension would in turn 

influence marital satisfaction. Thus equity theory seems 

particularly appropriate in examining the impact of MPS 

training on the remarried couple. And because of the MPS 

program's built in mutual involvement style, equity 
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perceptions appear to be a good vehicle by which one can 

assess the MPS program's power to positively impact on 

complex relationships. 

Another appealing aspect of equity theory is 

that it allows for wide ranges of dyadic and personal 

variables without sacrificing the explanatory value of 

the theory. For these reasons, it is hoped that equity 

theory will effectively describe what happened to couple 

satisfaction ratings after learning the MPS program 

skills. It will also provide a vehicle for speculating on 

how the complexities of remarriage "interacted" with the 

MPS training itself. 

The Empirical Equity Research 

Equity research is voluminous, looking at various 

types of relationships from casual acquaintances to 

friends to intimates, from employer/employee relations to 

victim/exploiter to philanthropist/recipient 

relationships. Here, the focus will be on intimate 

relationship research which provides support for the 

questions under examination in this thesis. 

According to the authors of equity theory (namely 

Walster, Hatfield, Traupman, Utne, and Berscheid), 

intimate relations are characterized by: ever deepening 

self-disclosure, strong emotional attachment, intertwined 
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lives time-wise and emotionally, the breadth and depth of 

information exchanged, and how enduring the relationship 

is over time. As intimacy deepens, the value and variety 

of resources exchanged (love, status, services, 

information, money, and goods) increases. The costs of 

terminating the relationship also increases. Symbolic 

resources, such as attaching sentimental value to gifts 

exchanged, places, songs, etc., grow in number and 

saliency to the couple. While casual acquaintances or 

friends tend to exchange resources from the same class, 

trading a service for a service, a dollar loan for a 

reciprocated loan for example, intimates have more 

inter-changeability of resources. For example, if an 

inequity is created in terms of one spouse earning more 

money than the other, this may be seen as justification 

for why the lower wage earner should spend lots of time 

arranging an exciting social life for the couple (Walster 

et al., 1978). 

Relationships embody equity considerations in 

mate selection and day-to-day interaction. The literature 

on physical attractiveness and the homogeneity of mates 

indicate that we tend to choose mates who are similar to 

ourselves in looks, health, socio-economic status, 

intelligence, and popularity (Walster et al., 1978). We 

seem to seek out an "equitable" or evenly balanced match 
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in terms of how much each contributes to the relationship 

on the aforementioned qualities. Most couples start off 

their relationships with "balanced books." But this 

balance may shift, subtly or dramatically, over time as 

individuals change, thus forcing a change in the 

relationship. For example, a formerly independent spouse 

becomes totally dependent on the other spouse after 

suffering a disabling injury. A wife loses 80 pounds and 

receives admiring looks from other men; she begins to feel 

confident in herself enough to demand changes in 

lovemaking from her partner who fears he could lose his 

wife to another man for the first time in their history 

together. 

When the balance of power changes between a 

couple, rarely does it occur without some distress and the 

need for adjustment to the new input and outcome levels. 

Equity can be restored two ways, psychologically or in 

actuality. For example, couples can renegotiate and 

change actual behavior. Or, they could both attempt to 

convince themselves or each other that the situation is 

imbalanced but that the person receiving more benefit 

deserves it. If efforts to restore either type of equity 

fail, then distress is likely to increase and a break-up 

may be the only solution, depending on the number and 
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importance of the inequities being evaluated (Brehm, 

1985). 

In the Hatfield, Traupmann, Sprecher, Utne and Hay 

(1985) review of the intimate relations studies on equity, 

there are four specific hypotheses that suggest that the 

more equitable a relationship is, the more compatible, 

satisfying and enduring it is likely to be. Three of the 

four hypotheses show strong empirical support and one 

showed somewhat weaker support. These findings link the 

presence of equity in a relationship to other variables 

such as marital satisfaction, stability and increases in 

feelings of intimacy and security. They also link 

inequity to psychological and marital distress. The 

following discussion will explore the results of studies 

done with these hypotheses (which the reader will recall 

were derived from the four propositions of equity theory). 

Hypothesis #1: In the casual and steady dating period, 

couples who feel that their relationships are equitable 

will be more likely than couples in inequitable 

relationships to move on to more intimate relationships 

(including becoming sexually involved, steady dating 

commitments, living together or marrying). 

In one study by Hatfield, Walster and Traupman, 

(reported in Hatfield et al., 1985), 537 college men and 
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women rated how equitable their current relationships 

were. These ratings were obtained via the Walster Global 

Equity Measure (Walster et al., 1977) as adapted from the 

Traupman-Utne-Walster Equity Scale (Brehm, 1985). Based 

on their responses, the subjects were classified as under-

or overbenefitted or they indicated they felt equitably 

treated. 

The researchers found that the equitable 

relationships were more likely to be moving toward 

intimacy, were more sexually active, and were more 

confident that they would still be together in one year 

and in five years. In a follow-up study three-and-a-half 

months later, couples in equitable relationships were 

likely to in fact still be together. Researcher 

Sprecher-Fisher also found that equitable couples were 

more likely to stay together, and that, if inequities 

created distress, the couples who were unable to resolve 

the equity issue would terminate the relationship 

(Hatfield et al., 1985). 

Hypothesis #2: Equitable relationships will be compatible 

relationships. Men and women in equitable relationships 

should be more content than men and women who are 

receiving either far more or far less than they feel they 
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deserve. The more inequitable their relationships, the 

more distress they should feel. 

Not only has this hypothesis been shown to be true 

by a number of studies (see Hatfield et al., 1985), there 

is also evidence that inequity is distressing for couples 

at all ages and in all stages of a relationship. Hatfield 

discussed four studies of casual- and steady-dating 

couples, all of which found a significant increase in 

ratings of happiness and contentment for equitably treated 

individuals as compared to over and underbenefitted 

partners. Interestingly, men and women appeared to 

respond differently to inequity. Women found being 

overbenefitted more distressing than men did; men were 

distressed most by being underbenefitted. Being 

underbenefitted was distressing for women also but such a 

woman was more likely to seek restoration of equity than 

overbenefitted women (who were most likely of all to end a 

relationship). The authors suggest that women are 

socially conditioned to accept being undervalued but being 

overbenefitted is so opposite to female expectations that 

it may become too uncomfortable to bear; males apparently 

are fully able to handle getting more than they deserveI 

This consistent pattern was broken only by some elderly 

women who had felt under-benefitted earlier in life and 

felt entitled to extra benefits guilt-free in old age. 
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Hatfield et al. (1985) also reported studies in 

which inequities were found to be distressing in 

newlyweds, middle-aged and elderly couples, concluding 

that "fairness remains an issue of concern" throughout the 

life span. 

Hypothesis #3: Equitable relationships will be especially 

stable relationships. Individuals in equitable relations 

will be more likely to perceive their relationships as 

long-term and will be more likely to have relationships 

intact months and years later. 

A study by Utne, Hatfield, Traupman and 

Greenberger (1984), reported in Hatfield et al. (1985), 

interviewed couples a few weeks and then one year after 

their wedding. Equitably treated individuals felt more 

secure and were more certain of the stability of their 

relationship than inequitably treated spouses. The gender 

pattern of distress being greatest for underbenefitted men 

and overbenefitted women was supported by these results 

also. 

In another study by Hatfield, Traupman and Walster 

(1979), willingness of a spouse to become sexually 

involved outside the marriage was another indicator of 

instability. Underbenefitted spouses engaged in affairs 

six to eight years into a marriage while equitably and 
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overbenefitted spouses waited twelve to fifteen years 

before becoming involved in an affair. It would appear 

that being equitably treated is a factor in fidelity. 

Another hypothesis received weaker results but 

merits mention here. 

Hypothesis #4: Since inequities are disturbing, couples 

should continue to try to resolve them over the course of 

the relationship. Men and women who feel underbenefitted 

should be motivated to demand more from their partners. 

Men and women who feel overbenefitted should find ways to 

meet the demands of their partners. Thus, all things 

being equal, relationships should become more and more 

equitable over time. 

Only one study indicated that relationships may 

become more equitable somewhat automatically over time but 

the results were quite weak. Other studies using more 

sophisticated statistical techniques provided no evidence 

that relationships become more equitable over time unless 

some type of "fine-tuning" of the relationship is 

deliberately done by the couple. Those couples who did 

make some changes did so with an awareness that the issue 

of equity was at least a portion of their problem 

(Hatfield et al., 1979, 1985). 
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Since intimate relationships are so complex and 

difficult to get controlled research data on, equity-

research is still in its infancy. But as research 

methodology grows more and more sophisticated, theorists 

and researchers are finding evidence that equity does play 

a part in intimate relations. 

INTEGRATION OF THE LITERATURES 

The current study is not designed to empirically 

test any of the equity propositions or hypotheses 

aforementioned. Instead it is focusing on using 

perceptions of equity in second (and presumably complex) 

marriage relationships as a vehicle by which to describe 

the impact of the MPS training, particularly in terms 

of marital satisfaction, a concept of concern to both 

equity and relationship-enhancement researchers. Equity 

theory also "makes room" to look at individual and couple 

differences in response to the MPS training, allowing for 

a case study approach in studying responses to 

relationship enhancement training. 

It is the contention of this thesis that the MPS 

program contains within its content as well as in the 

training process, a mutual and equitable interactional 

style (Ridley and Nelson, 1984) and that this style may be 

able to increase feelings of mutual satisfaction and 
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equity with skilled use. Since the remarriage literature 

indicates that this population is at risk for developing 

feelings of inequity and therefore distress, teaching the 

MPS skills to these couples seems particularly appropriate 

given MPS's built-in requirement of mutual participation 

which should be related to creating a more equitable 

marital system. Because the program has been shown to 

increase competence in communication and negotiation 

skills, it is hoped that learning these skills will also 

strengthen feelings of satisfaction, reduce distress, and 

increase the perception that each partner is getting "a 

fair deal" in the relationship. Since neither equity 

theory nor the MPS program has been empirically tested to 

date with remarried couples, the scope of this study is 

exploratory and descriptive in nature. It is hoped that 

this descriptive effort will point toward possible 

directions for future experimental testing, both of the 

MPS program and of equity theory's usefulness as a tool 

for examining complex relationships. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Herein are the methods by which the data was 

collected and evaluated to produce this case study. 

Sample 

Twenty-four re-married couples were recruited from 

the general population of a major southwestern city via 

radio, newspaper and flyer advertisements. Ten couples 

completed the eight week MPS training, pre- and post-

tests. According to their responses on the equity and 

marital satisfaction measure, each couple placed into one 

of the four equity categories described in the equity 

literature review. In the results section, a couple from 

each equity category will be described using a case study 

format to explore the relationship between perceptions of 

equity and marital satisfaction, as well as to assess the 

apparent impact of the MPS training on the relevent 

post-test measures. Length of marriage ranged from ten 

months to fifteen years, the average length being 5.3 
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years. The average age of the particpants was 38, ranging 

from 28 to 65 years old. Occupations ranged from 

semi-skilled workers to office workers to professions 

requiring higher education (eight subjects had bachelor's 

degrees or higher). Two subjects were self-employed. 

Average income was $48,800 per couple and the average 

number of children (both children of the current marriage 

and step-children residing in the home at least half-time) 

was 3.6. 

Treatment 

The training consisted of eight weekly three-hour 

sessions. Five groups ranging from one to three couples 

each were run by one male and one female graduate student 

trained as facilitators for this specific program. The 

leaders had the didactic role of teaching and 

demonstrating each skill as we'll as supervising couple 

practice of the skills each week. Couples were given a 

manual that explained the rationale, goals and material to 

be covered at each session. It also contained weekly 

homework assignments to be turned in and discussed at the 

next session. Each partner received a set of feelings 

logs to be completed daily, sealed in a separate envelope 

and returned to the facilitators each week. Early 

sessions focused on using reflective listening skills, "I" 
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messages and open questions as opposed to blaming 

statements and closed questions. Later sessions 

incorporated these skills into learning negotiation skills 

such as identifying individual contributions to the 

problem, goal statements for the couple as a unit, 

brainstorming and evaluating solutions etc. 

Collection of Data 

Couples met several days prior to the first 

training session with group facilitators to fill out a 

packet of questionaires. Each couple made a twenty minute 

audio tape during which they discussed a problem of 

moderate emotional strength (determined by responses to 

the Areas of Change Questionnaire, Margolin,1983). Their 

instructions were to resolve the problem to the best of 

their ability in the alloted time. The same written and 

behavioral measures were administered approximately one 

week after completion of the last training session. 

Description of Measures 

Two global measures were used in this study, one 

to assess marital satisfaction and one to measure 

perceptions of equity in the relationship as a whole. 

Before these measures are described, several comments need 

to be made regarding the benefits of using a global 
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measure of marital satisfaction rather than the 

traditional measures such as the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(see Spanier, 1976) or the Locke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Scale (1959). 

In a paper by Fincham and Bradbury (in press), 

these researchers re-evaluated the notion that the 

commonly used measures of marital quality (mentioned 

above) actually measure the construct of "quality", 

i.e. satisfaction. First they argue that the construct 

itself is not readily distinguishable from other relevant 

constructs, such as communication, interpersonal exchange, 

self-disclosure, sexual satisfaction, etc. This is so 

because satisfaction measures all consist of items that 

overlap with items from other measures which directly 

assess the specific domains just mentioned. This means 

that, instead of actually measuring the construct "marital 

satisfaction," these measures assess subscales of 

satisfaction, thus preventing the clear interpretation of 

the empirical relationship between the construct of 

satisfaction and whatever construct one's research is 

investigating (in this case, equity perceptions). This 

limits theory development in both the domains of equity 

and marital satisfaction. The problem is that the concept 

being measured is undefined and the tools which purport to 

evaluate satisfaction may actually only describe the 
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various components of martial satisfaction and not yield 

an assessment of the satisfaction of the marriage as a 

whole. 

Fincham and Bradbury make a case for 

"conceptualizing marital satisfaction (quality) as a 

spouse's global evaluation of his/her marriage." The 

principal advantages of this type of measure are that 

1) "an index based on global judgements. . . can be 

interpreted clearly because items are semantically similar 

and do not overlap with descriptive or domain specific 

assessments of the marriage," and 2) "a global evaluation 

is most likely to represent a final common pathway through 

which marital maladjustment is expressed rather than 

self-reports of behavior which may (differ considerably) 

between couples who might identify themselves as 

satisfied or not." 

What distinguishes global measures (such as the 

Huston measure used in this thesis) from the traditional 

measures is that it "doesn't confound a description of the 

marriage with its evaluation." Also, unique to measures 

like Huston's is the fact that they are likely to "reflect 

a single, underlying dimension (and this) provides the 

necessary conditions for establishing the validity of the 

measure" and avoids the overlap with other measures that 

seek to assess specific marital domains (Fincham et al., 
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in press). A possible alternative would be to eliminate 

the subscale items from the traditional measures, say 

communication items, but then the validity of the measure 

would be threatened. Also, the construct the researcher 

is trying to relate satisfaction to, in this case equity, 

won't produce a truly accurate picture of the relationship 

between equity and marital satisfaction if we compromise 

the traditional measure by eliminating a subscale (Fincham 

et al., in press). 

In sum, using a subjective global measure of 

marital satisfaction may yield a clearer assessment of the 

construct itself, and there is already evidence that 

marital researchers favor such global evaluations already 

in that they weight most heavily items such as "happiness" 

and "satisfaction" (Fincham et al., in press). 

The marital satisfaction measure used in this 

study was adapted by Huston, McHale and Crouter (1986) 

from a life satisfaction measure developed in 1976 by 

Campbell, Converse and Rogers (Huston et al., 1986). It 

was developed to assess the "well-being" and quality of a 

marriage as a construct that is separate and distinct from 

evaluations of life circumstances, marital behavior, 

and/or communication problems. 

This measure is a ten-item semantic differential 

scale (see Item 1, Appendix A) on which subjects rate 
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their marriage in terms of adjectives which are opposite 

to each other. Seven points separate the two adjectives. 

A score of 1 on any adjective indicates total 

dissatisfaction, 4 indicates neutrality, and 7 indicates 

total satisfaction. These points are then added for the 

ten items such that a score of 10 represents total 

satisfaction and 70 represents total dissatisfaction. 

Examples of these bi-polar adjectives are: miserable-

enjoyable, rewarding-disappointing, full-empty, lonely-

friendly, etc. Item number 2, which is statistically 

weighted to represent 50% of the total satisfaction score, 

is a global assessment asking respondents to rate the 

satisfaction of their relationship overall for the last 

two months. It again utilizes a seven point scale which 

reverses the direction of satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

found in Item 1. For example, where a score of 10 in Item 

1 reflects total satisfaction, the score for satisfaction 

in Item 2 is 70. If scores are 100% congruent between 

Items 1 and 2, the total point value of the measure will 

be 80, whether the individual is satisfied or 

dissatisfied. 

In Table 1, Column 4 reports the response to Item 

2, the overall relationship evaluation score. A score of 

10 indicates total satisfaction, a score of 40 indicates a 

neutral evaluation, and 70 indicates total 
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dissatisfaction. In Column 5 of Table 1, the reader will 

find the score tabulated by adding the points to the 

responses to the adjective in Item 1. Comparison of these 

two scores provides an intuitive "internal validity check" 

and should the two scores appear incongruent this may 

indicate ambivalence on the part of the individual toward 

the evaluation of his marriage (Huston et al., 1986). 

Changes in either Item 1 or 2 at post-test will be 

evaluated regarding their congruity with equity theory 

predictions. 

Huston's study using this measure showed a high 

correlation with a global measure of relationship 

satisfaction (r = .72, p = .01). This scale was also 

shown to be unidimensional and internally consistent 

with a Cronbach's alpha of .91 (Lloyd, 1987). 

Huston's original use of his satisfaction measure 

also showed consistently that the "negativity of couple 

interaction was correlated to the extent to which husbands 

and wives report dissatisfaction with the quality of their 

interaction (Huston, et al., 1986). Also, the quality of 

satisfaction was shown to be correlated to the extent of 

spouses interactional negativity over time (newlywed 

husbands -.15, wives -.09; one year later, husbands 

-.44, wives -.33, p c.Ol). It appears that consistent 

negative and conflictual interactions contribute to 



66 

worsening levels of marital satisfaction, a notion 

consistent with this study's contention that skill 

training for conflict management should be positively 

related to increased or maintained high levels of 

satisfaction. This measure was selected because it 

appears to "get at" this issue. 

The second measure used was the Walster Global 

Equity Scale, a portion of the Traupman-Utne-Walster 

Equity Scale (Walster et al., 1978; Utne, 1978). The 

complete measure assesses partners perceptions of their 

own and their spouses contributions to and outcomes from 

the relationship. This measure is composed of questions 

asking a spouse how they would rate their outcomes and 

inputs in four domains (personal, emotional, day-to-day, 

and opportunities gained and lost), using a +4 (i.e. 

extremely positive) to a -4 (extremely negative). The 

measure is delivered in verbal interviews and takes about 

three hours to complete. For this reason (and others 

which will be explained shortly), the complete measure was 

not used but the Walster Global Equity Scale was. The 

global scale asks respondents to describe "all things 

considered" their overall inputs and out comes and that of 

their partner using the same +4 to -4 rating scale. To 

come up with each individual, subject's equity l'equation," 

shown in Table 1 (Columns 1 and 2) was a fairly simple 
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matter. The numerator of the equation reflects input into 

the relationship, i.e. the numerical answer to Questions 1 

and 2 of the equity measure. The denominator is a 

reflection of how the individual evaluates his own and his 

partner's outcomes from being in the relationship, 

i.e. the numerical responses to Questions 3 and 4. For 

example, in Table 1, Mr. Smith reports an equity equation 

of +3 = ±3. The numerator in Column 1, a +3, reflects 
+4 +4 

that he feels his input to his marriage is "very 

positive." The numerator in the second column, also a 

+3, indicates he believes his wife's inputs are also very 

positive. The denominator in the first column, a +4, 

indicates Mr. Smith feels his relationship outcomes are 

"extremely positive." The denominator in Column 2 

reflects his belief that his wife's outcomes are the same. 

Compare this to the pre-test equation of Mrs. Smith; the 

first column represents how she views her own inputs and 

outcomes while Column 2 reflects her opinion of her 

husband's inputs and outcomes. This is an example of 

proportional justice. Both individuals see relationship 

contributions and outcomes in a similar positive way as 

evidenced by their balanced equations. A look at column 4 

indicates both couples are "totally satisfied" with their 

marriage according to their responses on the Huston 
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measure. This makes sense according to the propositions 

of equity theory. 

Then respondents are asked in Question 5 "how 

good a deal" each partner is getting in the marriage, an 

overall assessment found in Column 3, Table 1. There are 

seven responses ranging from: "My partner is getting a 

(#l=much, #2=somewhat, #3=slightly) better deal", to 

response #4 "We are both getting an equal deal", to "I am 

getting a (#5=slightly, #6=somewhat, #7=much) better 

deal." Logically, this response should be congruent with 

the equity equations and provides a kind of internal 

"validity check" between the equation and the overall 

evaluation. The Smith's response of "we have an equal 

deal" makes sense with their individual equations, and it 

is Column three that will be focused on when discussing 

case study results, although the equations themselves will 

be used descriptively when appropriate. 

The subjects this study used were also being used 

simultaneously in other research projects. Therefore, 

they filled out a large number of measures on other 

relationship variables. This made the the simple five-

question Walster Global Measure the most practical 

measure to administer. While the Traupman et al. measure 

would have provided information on which domains were 

experienced as equitable or inequitable for couples, this 
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specific information was not the focus of this study. The 

complete measure is also very lengthy, taking 

approximately three hours to complete per couple. It was 

decided that since this study used a total of twelve 

written measures and one behavioral measure (an audio 

tape), all of which took subjects a total of four hours to 

complete, using the long version of the equity measure 

would have contributed significantly to subject 

maturation, i.e. tiredness or rushing through measures too 

rapidly. This could threaten the accuracy and validity of 

the subject's responses. The reader is also reminded of 

the results of the Fincham study (in press) mentioned 

ealier in which a case was made for the strength of using 

global, and often shorter, measures. Using the Walster 

Global measure seemed most appropriate, given the aims and 

practical needs of this study. It is additionally worth 

noting that the bulk of the research described in Chapter 

Two was done with the Walster Global Measure, indicating 

its reliability in supporting experimental hypotheses as 

well as exploratory questions. 

In creating the equity scale, lists of inputs, 

outcomes and fundamental characteristics associated with 

mate desirablility were rated according to their 

importance to the relationship by dating and married 

couples (Traupman, Peterson, Utne, & Hatfield, 1981). 
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Using one-way analysis of variance the most important 

items were found to be the same for both groups of 

respondents, indicating that the same characteristics are 

important in various stages of a relationship. These 

items were then clustered into the four subscales 

(domains) aforementioned and were subjected to a test of 

internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha). If the total 

inputs and outcomes scales were internally consistent and 

in fact representative of the exchanges occuring in 

marriage, the Cronbachs alpha should be fairly high. In 

actuality, the alpha coefficients for the inputs scale 

were .90 and were .70 for the output scale (Traupman, et 

al., 1981). 

The equity scale was further tested to investigate 

its construct validity. This was accomplished by having 

118 married couples complete the Austin Measure of 

Contentment and Distress and a series of scales designed 

to measure the level of happiness, satisfaction, and 

stability in the marriage, as well as the equity scales. 

It was predicted that participants in inequitable 

marriages would feel less happy, less content, more angry 

and more guilty than those in equitable marriages. Strong 

confirmation was found, using unequal interval linear and 

quadratic contrasts. The quadratic F's were 7.31, p <.007 

for "happy with marriage" and 4.78, p <.029 for the 
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"satisfied with marriage" response, with men being 

slightly less distressed than women if they were 

overbenefitted. Also, distress correlated with inequity 

in the affective mood "anger" particularily with an 

F = 7.08, p > .01 (Traupman et al., 1981). 

These results give some contruct validity that 

equity is a good predictor of overall marital satisfaction 

and happiness, and that inequity is correlated with 

affective distress. And in the reliability study, the 

total scales proved to be reasonably internally consistent 

(Traupman et al., 1981). It was also found that fairness 

is an issue in several domains of a relationship, and that 

the stage of commitment (dating, newlywed, etc) does not 

affect the saliency of these issues to intimate couples. 

Other Data 

It has already been mentioned that in the results 

section other data taken from the packet of measures 

administered to all subjects (in addition to the marital 

satisfaction and equity measures focused on in this 

thesis) will be used for the purpose of further clarifying 

the relationship between equity and satisfaction. 

Individual items and subscale scores will be used to 

graphically illustrate the case studies of the couples 

representing each of the four equity categories. These 
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measures are: Areas of Change Questionnaire (Margolin, 

Talovic & Weinstein, 1983), Conflict Inventory (Margolin, 

1980), Influence Tactics Inventory (Howard, Blumstein & 

Schwartz, 1986), Impact Message Inventory (Perkins, 

Kiesler, Anchin, Chirico, Kyle, & Federman, 1979), 

Relationship Assessment (Ridley, 1981, unpublished), 

Marital Locus of Control (Miller, Lefcourt, Holmes, Ware & 

Saleh, 1986), The Marital Trust Measure (Rempel, Holmes & 

Zanna, 1985) and the Daily Feelings Log (Ridley & Philips, 

1987, unpublished). 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In Chapter Two, four types of equity/inequity 

categories were described. This discussion will use case 

studies taken from the population of remarried couples 

used in this research study to illustrate and "flesh out" 

the response of one couple from each equity category to 

the MPS training. The intent will be to address the 

issues brought out by the review of the literature. Did 

the equity propositions accurately depict how satisfied 

couples should be at pre-test, given their equity self-

ratings? Did MPS training seem to impact on equity and 

satisfaction ratings at post-test in the expected 

directions? What impact did the training have on the 

other measures used and did these results in any way help 

explain the relationship between equity and satisfaction 

and how these concepts "behaved" in each of our couples 

after their training? What can be said, given the overall 

data about the impact of MPS training on the complex 

remarital system? Did the central assumption, that 



74 

perceptions of fairness in a relationship ought to be 

sensitive to learning and using a relationship enhancement 

process that "demands" mutual engagement, prove 

descriptively accurate? And what further directions for 

research are evident, given these descriptive efforts? 

Category One; Equitable and Satisfying 

The Smiths (all names have been changed to ensure 

the confidentiality of program participants) both rated 

their relationship as "an equal deal" at pre- and post-

test. Their satisfaction rating was the highest possible 

on the Huston measure (see Table 1), with Mr. Smith 

dropping just slightly in satisfaction at post-test. From 

the equity and satisfaction ratings, one would expect to 

find other indicators of a positive marital relationship 

in the other measures and this was in fact the case 

overall, following the dictates of the equity propositions 

that an equitable relationship will also be a satisfying 

one. The MPS training appears to have reinforced or at 

least not diminished their feelings of mutual fairness. 

Given that "marital satisfaction" is a complex 

construct that most likely contains within it a wide 

variety of affective and cognitive states, this writer 

believes that the measurement packet completed by couples 

for this study tapped a number of those components such as 
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trust, the impact of conflict styles, feeling states (both 

positive and negative), marital locus of control, etc. In 

describing a couple's equity and satisfaction ratings as 

they either follow or contradict the predictions of equity 

theory, items from the aforementioned measures will be 

used as examples of how the couple in question are 

presenting their overall relationship, its problems and 

its satisfactions. 

Based on the Areas of Change Questionnaire 

(Margolin, et al., 1983), the Smith's agreed with each 

other about which areas of their relationship needed 

improvement (e.g. expressing emotions more clearly, 

planning/spending more free time together) and how 

important these changes are to them (slightly to 

moderately). What seems significant here is how 

accurately this couple could predict what areas their 

partner would be concerned about, indicating that they 

appear to know each other well, including the things they 

don't especially like about each other. Issues which 

might indicate why Mr. Smith's satisfaction rating at 

post-test is slightly lower are areas in which they are 

aware of each other's feelings even at pre-test. For 

example, he wants her to spend slightly more time on 

housework and preparing meals. She indicates that she 

knows this would please him; both indicate he needs to 
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make no changes in this area. Perhaps they were unable to 

solve a specific problem in the eight weeks of training 

which frustrated Mr. Smith. The most important change 

both of them sought is clearer expression of feelings, 

something MPS skills should impact upon and at post-test 

we find that both see improvement in each other's skills 

in this area. 

According to the Smith's Conflict Inventory 

(Margolin, 1980), they both indicate accurate perceptions 

of the frequency of each other's behaviors during conflict 

showing only a rare (or even absent) inclination to engage 

in destructive interactive behaviors such as sulking, 

blaming, insulting, etc. This is consistent with Huston's 

(1986) findings that correlate dissatisfaction with 

negativity of interaction. The Smith's indicate that they 

would like themselves and each other to be able to state 

their positions 'clearly and to hide the tension they are 

feeling about an issue less. Positive interactive styles 

they perceive themselves as using during conflict include 

listening attentively, admitting responsibility for the 

problem, coming up with helpful ideas or solutions and 

feeling closer after having discussions. Post-testing 

reveals that these behaviors are rated as happening even 

more frequently and that the areas they hoped to improve 
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(less hiding of tension, stating positions more clearly) 

did, in fact, change for the better. 

The Smith's Influence Tactics Inventories (Howard, 

et al., 1986) show an interesting mutually-used blend of 

rational tactics to persuade each other (reasoning, 

compromise, offering trade-offs), dropping hints, and 

behaving seductively! They both perceive that they are 

equally committed to the relationship (likely a major 

consideration in assessing the equity of one's 

relationship) although they show an interesting shift at 

post-test to saying the other person's life would be more 

disrupted should the relationship terminate for any 

reason. Considering the apparent overall mutual 

satisfaction shown in the data, it would seem that this 

answer is not a reflection of lack of personal investment 

in the relationship (or an inequity or imbalance in 

commitment), but a reflection of their awareness of and 

empathy for the depth of each other's emotional investment 

in the marriage. 

While both partners indicate an understanding that 

a successful marriage is a result of the couple working at 

it, they both show an equally high agreement that 

happiness, success, and even good communication is a 

function of good luck and the absence of negative external 

circumstances. Having two partners who are "borderline" 
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in this fashion between internal and external locus of 

control (Miller Marital Locus of Control, 1986), can often 

mean neither individual is likely to "engage" the other in 

conflict, leaving problems unsolved and the quality of 

mutual understanding poor (Miller, Lefcourt, Holmes, Ware, 

and Saleh, 1986). However, as they have already 

demonstrated, this couple apparently does have a well 

developed sense of mutual understanding and the lack of 

destructive interactive styles, such as criticism, 

insulting and hostility, may well over-ride what this 

measure would predict as a leaning toward a conflict-

avoidant style. Particularly when studying the post-test 

data, there can be seen mutual improvements in actual 

negotiation skills such as clear expression of feelings, 

ideas, positions. Their taped interaction reveals that 

they have made an effort to hide tensions less; feelings 

were more directly articulated at post- than at pre-test. 

One can see that feeling as though they have been 

lucky in their relationship has not lead the Smiths (to 

date) to reject learning techniques to improve their 

relationship. Mutual feelings of trust (Marital Trust 

Measure) at pre- and post-test indicate another of this 

relationship's strengths, which may also diffuse the 

seeming non-complementarity in their locus of control 

perceptions. 
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Overall, this couple's perception of mutual equity 

and high satisfaction in their marriage is consistent with 

the rest of the data collected. As equity theory 

predicts, couples who feel they have an equal deal 

experience satisfaction and this satisfaction for the 

Smiths seems to be related to a lack of hostile or 

negative tactics and interactions, few and mutually known 

areas of conflict, and high levels of trust. At post-

test, improved problem solving skills were in evidence 

when comparing their audio taped interactions. At 

post-test, improvements included: more frequent use of 

open questions, more specific behavioral goal statements, 

generation of varied and humorous solutions, good 

reflection of feelings in the early stages of discussion, 

and establishment of a clear timetable in which each 

partner knew what behavior was expected of them and when. 

Still, one wonders why Mr. Smith's satisfaction 

rating dropped slightly at post-test, despite specific 

improvements in skills and a maintenance of old positive 

interaction patterns. There is always the possibility of 

threats to validity of the rating itself via either the 

tiring of the subject, having a bad day, being upset at 

the time of testing with the spouse, etc. The only 

indicator of clear disagreement between spouses is in 

regard to their response to the following item from the 
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Relationship Assessment Measure: "When partners in 

business disagree about how they will run their business, 

they frequently have to "negotiate" their differences and 

perhaps develop a new contract. Close relationships, such 

as marriage are not very different from business 

partnerships when it comes to the way problems are 

solved." At pre-test, Mr. Smith agrees with this 

statement and Mrs. Smith disagrees. At post-test, he 

strongly agrees and she strongly disagrees! One could 

postulate that the MPS program's emphasis on negotiation 

skills could have reinforced Mr. Smith's own point of 

view, decreasing his satisfaction rating as he discovers 

that she may not be as enthusiastic about the negotiation 

approach as he is. In looking at their daily feelings 

logs in which they were given open-ended space to record 

their feelings on daily interactions, he expresses the 

wish that she would share her feelings with him more 

directly, without him having to coax them out of her. 

Mrs. Smith's daily logs indicate that she occasionally 

feels uncomfortable with his desire to "negotiate 

everything" which may explain the difference of opinion. 

While this difference was not strong enough to reduce her 

satisfaction, perhaps it affected his, given that he seems 

to take the role of initiator of interpersonal discussion 

in their relationship. Since the rest of the data show no 
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indication of deterioration in the relationship itself, 

this individual explanation, while impossible to pin down 

with the given data, may be most likely. 

In regard to the questions asked in this study, 

this couple's results suggest that MPS either reinforced, 

or at least left alone, the perception of equity in the 

relationship. The program also maintained one spouse's 

level of satisfaction and dropped slightly (possibly due 

to new awareness of a problem area) the other spouse's 

satisfaction. Equity theory's postulate that equity and 

satisfaction go together is supported by the overall data 

from this couple. No evidence appeared that the 

complexities of remarriage were issues for either spouse. 

The mutual engagement process of the MPS training seems 

to have had a positive effect in that both spouses felt 

at post-test that they had an enhanced ability to mutually 

express their feelings, a talent both had felt was better 

developed at pre-test in Mr. Smith. Mrs. Smith had felt 

somewhat intimidated by his greater skill. Apparently 

the training improved her confidence, and their post-test 

tape showed improved mutual participation in the 

discussion instead of Mr. Smith taking the leadership 

role. 
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Category Two: Female Underbenefitted/Male Equal 

The Brown's exhibit a classic case of equity 

theory in action. Mrs. Brown reports at pre-test that she 

is underbenefitted, i.e. her husband has a "somewhat 

better deal." Congruently, she reports a lower level of 

satisfaction than he does (see Table 1). Mr. Brown is not 

only more satisfied but reports at pre-test that he 

believes their marriage is "an equal deal." After the 

eight-week MPS program, there is evidence in the data that 

show communication skill improvement, particularly by Mr. 

Brown. At post-test, his satisfaction and equity scores 

remain the same, but Mrs. Brown shows improvement in 

satisfaction and now reports that she too perceives their 

marriage to be an equal deal. The following discussion 

will show how this couple's data supports this study's 

premise that the MPS program can increase perceptions of 

equity and satisfaction. 

On her Areas of Change Questionnaire (Margolin et 

al., 1983), Mrs. Brown indicates that there are a broad 

range of problems that she is concerned about. Such 

issues involve her need for more attention and time from 

her husband, his help with housework, more participation 

in family financial decisions, and a strong desire for him 

to express his feelings clearly and initiate conversations 

with her. Looking at Mr. Brown's questionnaire, it would 
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seem he is not aware that the bulk of these issues are a 

problem for her. He is slightly aware that she would like 

him to start conversations more. Given this lack of 

awareness, it's not surprising that Mrs. Brown reports 

lower satisfaction and inequity. The lack of awareness is 

the primary "theme" throughout this couple's data. 

On the same measure, Mr. Brown reports a few areas 

in which he'd like to see change. He'd like more time for 

himself, more activities he chooses when they go out, for 

her to keep the house cleaner and for her to express her 

feelings clearly. Of these areas, Mrs. Brown reports 

awareness only of the activities and housekeeping issues. 

Interestingly, she also reports her perception that he 

wants her to change in a large number of areas (e.g. 

frequency of sex, she should be less involved with 

financial matters, and she should go out with his friends 

more) in which he indicates no desire for change. 

Clearly, they have not communicated effectively with each 

other on issues much deeper than housework and the vague 

desire for something to change. 

At post-test, there are far more accurate 

perceptions on Mrs. Brown's part and more awareness of 

issues on Mr. Brown's part. Logically, Mr. Brown, in his 

increased state of awareness, now reports a few more areas 

that he does want to see changed such as he wants more 
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attention paid to his sexual needs, and he wants to get 

together more with his friends and relatives. Mrs. Brown 

now reports awareness of these newly articulated desires 

by her husband, and, in fact, reported an overall decrease 

in the intensity of her desire for problem areas to 

change. It would appear that the MPS program, with its 

focus on reflective listening and defining relationship 

problems, helped this couple to at least become more 

clearly aware of what their problems are, and this may 

have been relieving enough to Mrs. Brown that her equity 

and satisfaction scores improved. 

A similar pattern of lack of awareness and 

inaccurate perceptions about each other's behavior turns 

up in the Margolin (1980) Conflict Inventory at pre-test. 

For example, Mrs. Brown reports that she hides her 

tension, keeps distant and engages in physical activity to 

cool down her emotions "almost always." Mr. Brown reports 

that she "rarely" exhibits these behaviors. Mrs. Brown 

also reports that, "more often than not," she initiates 

discussions of problems, states her position clearly, 

repeats herself so she'll be understood and gives in to 

avoid an argument. Again Mr. Brown reports that she 

"rarely" exhibits these behaviors. 

This same dichotomy exists in their perceptions of 

Mr. Brown's behavior during conflict. For example, Mr. 
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Brown says he "rarely" hides his tension, keeps distant, 

feels regret for things he's said or done, and uses 

physical activity to cool down; Mrs. Brown reports 

that he exhibits these behaviors "frequently." They 

agree that the other admits responsibility for problems 

"less often than not," and that they feel closer after 

discussions less than half the time. A factor in their 

favor is the mutual absence of sulking, pouting, hitting, 

or thinking about leaving the relationship. A common 

pattern between the first two couples discussed here is a 

lack of negative interaction. This appears to be a factor 

in how receptive couples are to the MPS program, as is 

seen in the Browns post-test data. Also problematic at 

pre-test is that both Mr. and Mrs. Brown claim to listen 

attentively far more often than their partner reports, and 

both claim they frequently give in to the other to avoid 

an argument. 

Listening to their pre-test audio taped discussion 

of a problem area revealed a style of mutual avoidance of 

the real issue and an extreme politeness that hides anger 

and masks non-acceptance of feelings through the use of 

rationalization. For example, Mrs. Brown starts the 

discussion by saying she'd like to do more at home 

together. So they came up with a few solutions like 

buying a new game or puzzle to do together. These 
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solutions aren't enough for her because she keeps saying 

she wants to do more at home. He responds by 

rationalizing that "we do X, Y, and Z" together so "it's 

not so bad." All conversation is slow, deliberately 

polite, and accompanied by laughter. Near the end of the 

tape, Mrs. Brown finally gets to what seems to be the true 

issue which is that she resents having been a "football 

widow" for 15 years, feeling that sports take up more of 

Mr. Brown's time than their relationship does. She even 

throws in that their original solution of buying a new 

game or puzzle to do together doesn't really appeal to her 

because she works with children all day and already does a 

lot of those types of activities. At each of these 

assertions by her, Mr. Brown goes off on a polite tangent 

about past mutual activities (trips, hikes) as if to say 

"I have too done enough fun things with you." This 

interaction makes the reason for their mutual 

misperception and unawareness of real issues clear; they 

both exhibit a passive-aggressive and avoidant conflict 

style. While their post-test tape is far from a perfect 

example of the MPS steps (she continues to ask closed 

questions, and she forgets to reflect feelings as early as 

Step Three), there is a dramatic change in that they 

express feelings directly and at a surprisingly deep 

level. Mr. Brown particularly shows leadership in trying 
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to stick to the issue and use the steps, and his 

reflections are very sensitive, interpreting her words 

into accurate feeling states that Mrs. Brown barely hinted 

at. One would guess that this change has been satisfying 

to both of them. It appears that the catharsis and new 

skills by which to express their mutual empathy was an 

important aspect of the program, leading to improved 

satisfaction and equity. And if they continue to use the 

skills of reflection and expression of real feelings, they 

may be able to develop the use of the rest of the 

negotiation skills taught in the program as well. 

The other measures yield no real surprises from 

this couple. On the Miller et al. Locus of Control 

measure (1986), both are internally controlled, which 

makes sense in light of their mutually avoidant styles. 

At post-test, Mrs. Brown's internal score went up very 

slightly, while Mr. Brown's came slightly down with an 

accompanying rise in external locus of control. This 

makes sense in light of their behavioral changes on the 

post-test tape. A rise in internal locus of control is 

congruent with Mrs. Brown's increase in satisfaction which 

one could guess results in part from Mr. Brown's new

found skill in reflective listening. On the other hand, 

one can guess that using reflective listening instead of 
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passive-aggression would indeed cause Mr. Brown to feel 

less controlled by his own internal processes and 

more controlled by the new, more equitable sharing of 

feelings going on in his marriage. This is apparently an 

agreeable state of affairs for Mr. Brown, however, as 

there is no lowering of his satisfaction nor does he move 

from his contention that their relationship is equal. In 

fact, from the daily feelings logs it is apparent that he 

feels more "confident that we can resolve our problems," 

and he is spending more time with Mrs. Brown which both 

are happy about. 

Of course there are still major problems and 

differences that are unresolved. For example, Mrs. Brown 

still feels less trust than Mr. Brown feels, especially 

when it comes to him making decisions that affect her 

(Marital Trust Measure, Rempel et al., 1985). They 

clearly disagree with each other at both pre- and post-

test as to the desirability of engaging in conflict; he 

still maintains it's best to avoid conflict if possible, 

and she says the opposite (Relationship Assessment, 

Ridley, 1981, unpublished). The Impact Message Inventory 

(Perkins et.al, 1979) indicates that, at post-test, Mrs. 

Brown still feels her husband withdraws from conflict 

(although less often than at pre-test), and that she wants 

to know why he needs to be with others constantly. Mr. 
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Brown on the other hand, now feels that he needs to 

protect himself and feels his wife wants to be the center 

of attention and be put on a pedestal. One could 

speculate that, while in the initial phase of learning the 

MPS listening skills, simple catharsis of emotion was 

satisfying and "equalizing." However, given the presence 

of several issues in which they have opposite needs, the 

negotiation skills will be needed in the future. Followup 

testing on perceptions of satisfaction and equity would be 

very interesting in couples like the Browns; equity theory 

would predict that either actual negotiated changes will 

have to be made eventually, or Mrs. Brown will have to 

decide that having a more expressive husband compensates 

for any behavioral changes she might have desired. This 

means equity could be psychologically if not actually 

maintained, depending on how long use of the expressive 

of the expressive skills only continues to be satisfying. 

Either way, it would make an interesting study of how 

equity perceptions change! 

Given that the MPS program is not designed to 

eliminate all couple problem issues in eight weeks but 

rather to give the couple a tool to solve their problems 

themselves, the Brown's seem to have made significant 

progress in that direction. As to the questions posed in 
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this study, it would appear that the MPS program did have 

a positive impact on the inequity perceived by Mrs. Brown, 

and it also raised her satisfaction level as equity theory 

predicts. Mr. Brown maintained his pre-test level of 

satisfaction and the perception of their marriage as being 

an equal deal for both of them. This is clearly 

demonstrated in the break-down of their equity equations 

(see Table 1). At post-test, Mrs. Brown feels that her 

husband is putting more into the relationship now and thus 

both are getting more out of it. While Mr. Brown feels 

his input is the same (perhaps he sees it as a matter of 

the quality of his input, not the quantity, that has 

improved), he also feels they are both getting more out of 

the relationship now. The Brown's overall data and 

results support equity theory's prediction that as equity 

improves, so will satisfaction. The Brown's also 

illustrate the possible impact on perceptions of equity 

that can result from using the MPS skills. Since the 

major change at post-test was in the couple's ability to 

express and reflect each other's feelings, one can guess 

that Mrs. Brown's perception that her husband had the 

better deal was somehow based in his/their lack of skills 

in this domain. This points out one of the uniquely 

useful aspects of equity theory; how couples arrive at 

equity evaluations are not what is important. What makes 
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a relationship equitable can vary from person to person 

without losing the predictive quality of equity theory 

propositions. In the results of the first two couples 

discussed here, the main research question proposed in 

this study appears at least descriptively to be true; MPS 

influences equity and satisfaction ratings in low/no 

distress couples, as predicted by equity theory 

propositions. 

Category Three: Male Underbenefitted/Female Equal 

The Johnson's are an interesting example of how 

individuals may arrive at their marital satisfaction 

scores without giving perceptions of equity a very strong 

"voice" in how those scores are reached. Pre-test 

satisfaction scores make sense according to equity 

theory's prediction that dissatisfaction accompanies 

inequity. Mr. Johnson reports a very low satisfaction 

score (see Table 1) and predictably feels that his wife 

has a slightly better deal. Mrs. Johnson reports that 

they have an equal deal and she is more satisfied than her 

husband is. It is at post-test, however, that their 

equity and satisfaction scores seem to diverge, and it 

seems that something other than equity is contributing to 

score change. Mr. Johnson now reports more satisfaction, 

but he still believes his wife has the better deal. Mrs. 
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Johnson, on the other hand, reports more satisfaction as 

well, but now she feels her husband has the better deal! 

In looking through the data on this couple, clues were 

sought that might add to speculations as to how 

satisfaction could have increased without the help of 

improved equity perceptions. 

Both individuals report at pre-test that their 

biggest problem is "communication—or lack thereof." They 

agree that Mrs. Johnson lets her feelings build up and 

then explodes while Mr. Johnson prefers to avoid conflict 

altogether. Both agree this style doesn't work, and the 

Relationship Assessment Questionnaire (Ridley, 1981, 

unpublished) shows a significant difference in the 

individual spouse's preferred styles. For example, Mr. 

Johnson is so uncomfortable with conflict that he'd prefer 

his wife to solve the problem and simply tell him what the 

solution will be; Mrs. Johnson strongly disagrees that 

this is an acceptable strategy. She also feels it's best 

to explain negative feelings rather than break off the 

relationship, and that it's better to tell each other what 

you don't like about the other. She also agrees that 

relationships are like a business in which solutions must 

be negotiated; Mr. Johnson strongly disagreed with all of 

these statements. It is already apparent that there is a 

major style difference between the two. 
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Further evidence of this style problem is seen in 

the Conflict Inventory and the Areas of Change measure 

(Margolin et al., 1980, 1983). Mrs. Johnson wants her 

husband to express his feelings more while he wants her to 

express her feelings less. Both misperceive each other's 

desires on this issue, indicating that they believed the 

other wanted them to become more like him or her in 

conflict style. If this were to actually occur, they 

would only be trading places! They both indicated that 

they wanted each other to initiate sex more and give each 

other more attention when requested, and each wants the 

other to argue with them less. Mrs. Johnson believes her 

husband wants her to hide her feelings, rarely initiate 

conversations about problems and to give in to avoid 

conflict, while he claims that he wants the opposite. He 

feels he listens and states his position well, but she 

disagrees. He thinks about leaving the relationship far 

more than she knows. At least they agree that he gives in 

to avoid an argument, plans revenge later, blames her, 

hides his tension and withholds sex. She apparently does 

not use these tactics but there are areas he wants her to 

change such as use of free time, disciplining his 

children, and assuming responsibility for finances, that 

she is not aware of. In short, they have a number of 
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areas in which they disagree about not only what should 

change but how that change should occur. 

In looking at this couple's Marital Trust Measure 

(Rempel et al., 1985), there is evidence that these 

opposing styles may have resulted in mutual mistrust. 

Both are reluctant to self-disclose to each other, and 

neither feel the other's responses are very predictable. 

Both feel the other might take advantage of them if they 

were not alert and both are strongly unwilling to let the 

other make decisions for them. Neither will guarantee 

that they'll stay together. Mrs. Johnson reports a higher 

level of trust, however, in that she believes her husband 

is concerned for her welfare. Perhaps this in an 

indicator of why her initial satisfaction is higher than 

his. 

According to their Influence Tactics Inventory 

(Howard et al., 1986), they agree that her life would be 

most disrupted if they were to break up. While she feels 

they are egually committed, Mr. Johnson feels his wife is 

slightly more committed at pre-test. At post-test, he 

agrees they are equally committed. Both spouses report 

increased use of negotiation skills at post and reductions 

in the use of sulking, leaving the scene, trying to make 

the other feel guilty and other manipulative tactics, 
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although both claim the other still drops hints and 

insists they are correct frequently. 

These changes are evident in the couple's pre- and 

post-test audio tapes. At pre-test, they did what many 

couples do; move directly to brainstorming and evaluating 

solutions from one person's complaints about an issue, 

with each person trying to persuade the other about why 

their solution is best. At post-test, they managed to 

move through all the steps, even though the topic was 

highly emotionally charged (visitation rights of the 

husband's son). They both reminded each other to complete 

each step when necessary. Furthermore, there was a far 

more equal involvement in the whole discussion process by 

both spouses than in the pre-test tape where the husband 

had the clearly dominant role of "playing therapist," 

i.e. questioning his wife about her feelings and motives 

without any self-disclosure on his part. This couple 

mastered the steps better than any of the other couples 

reviewed here so it may be safe to say that part of their 

increased satisfaction was due to an increase in skill 

level. As evidenced by their homework and feelings logs, 

it appears that actual problems were getting solved over 

the eight week period and positive feelings increased 

while several negative feelings decreased. 



96 

None of these measures gave a clue as to why, with 

their increased satisfaction, their equity perceptions did 

not improve (and, in fact for Mrs. Johnson, equity 

actually got worse). One is forced to speculate, but, 

given the nature of a descriptive study, this is 

appropriate. 

One possible answer could be that their perceptions 

of equity (or inequity) could have been arrived at 

independently of their perceptions of their communication 

skills. It makes sense that, before the program, a lack 

of skills could have been causing at least part of their 

dissatisfaction, such that learning new skills created an 

increased sense of well-being. However, having new skills 

doesn't guarantee that actual situations in life will 

change. For example, both of this couple's audiotapes 

concerned issues of stepfamily life. New skills may make 

the relationship better, but it may have little or no 

impact on changing the family dynamics, the ex-spouses, or 

the step-children's behavior. While the first two couples 

reviewed in this thesis seemed to have relationship issues 

as a central focus, this couple clearly had step-family 

and parenting issues that perhaps hadn't changed by the 

time of post-test. So it's possible that, while Mrs. 

Johnson reported improvements in her marital relationship, 

perhaps their step-family complexities played an important 
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part in her decision to say that her husband has the 

better deal. This concept was proposed to be a likely 

casual factor for inequity reports in remarried couples in 

our earlier chapters. The Johnson's post-test discussion 

was about Mr. Johnson's son being disruptive in the family 

during visits, and Mrs. Johnson was clearly very 

frustrated with the situation. Perhaps these 

considerations, being highly salient at the time, weighed 

heavily in her calculation of equity at post-test. 

Another possibility is related to a spouse's 

marital locus of control rating. This concept has 

apparently been related to satisfaction in the other 

couple's results, and once again it becomes usefully 

explanitory with the Johnson's. Mrs. Johnson came out 

very high on the internal scales at pre-test, indicating 

that effort and skill were strong factors in determining 

her marital happiness. Such an attitude may have assisted 

her in learning the skills so well. Interestingly, she 

was less internal at post-test, indicating more of a 

perception that circumstances did affect her satisfaction. 

Whether this is a function of permanent locus of control 

change or just a typical variation in day-to-day 

perceptions cannot be determined. 

However, in keeping with the aforementioned idea 

that the stepfamily situation may have been particularly 
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salient at the time of post-test is the idea that 

situational variables may affect satisfaction and locus of 

control, and, thus, equity perceptions as well. Mr. 

Johnson was almost as highly internal and changed little 

at post-test. Perhaps the same situational variables 

caused him to continue to report inequity, even though his 

satisfaction improved due to his strengthened 

communication skills and the fact that the couple 

appeared to actually solve some problems during the 

program. It would be interesting to have some type of 

instrument by which researchers could gauge the daily or 

weekly fluctuations in perceptions of internality to see 

if changes in outside circumstances (and which 

circumstances, i.e. do step-family issues affect 

internality more than relationship issues?) affect one 

spouse more than the other. It seems rational to predict 

that, with certain personality types, learning negotiation 

skills will be more impactful than for other types, and it 

would be interesting to see if certain external situations 

were more impactful than others and for whom. Then it 

would be interesting to see if the MPS program has better 

results for certain personality types, internals vs. 

externals, etc., and to see what equity patterns might 

develop. 
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Overall, the Johnson's results do not forward the 

arguments of equity theory but seem to support the notion 

that improved skills can improve satisfaction levels and 

that being a member of a step-family may have the impact 

of separating perceptions of relationship quality from 

situation quality, making it possible for the relationship 

to change without necessarily having changes occur 

throughout the family system, a problem that is considered 

of major import throughout the step-family literature. 

Perhaps equity theory would have been more useful in 

studying this couple's results if the entire equity 

measure had been given; it shows which areas of couple 

life are equitable or inequitable. With that information, 

it may have been possible to "tease out" where the 

improvements were (presumably in communication and 

negotiation skills) and where they were still needed, 

perhaps in actual situation change. Still, the equity 

propositions weren't able to act as a "general theory of 

social behavior" (Walster et al., 1978) that could explain 

this couple's reaction to the MPS program. While it's 

clear that the Johnsons experienced a certain level of 

distress and that the program relieved some of those 

feelings, it did not impact on equity perceptions, and 

equity theory doesn't provide us with any explanations for 

this phenomenon. 
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In this study, there seems to be an emerging 

pattern among the results that when distress is evident in 

moderate levels how MPS will impact on inequity 

perceptions is not very predictable; in low or no distress 

couples, results are predictable according to equity 

propositions. This issue will be addressed further in the 

final conclusions of this thesis. 

Category Four: Inecruitv and Dissatisfaction 

The Hunt's both reported at pre- and post-test that 

their partner was getting a "somewhat better deal." At 

pre-test, Mrs. Hunt reported an overall level of marital 

satisfaction which was slightly above neutral, checking 

adjectives such as "hard," "disappointing," "miserable" 

and yet "worthwhile" and "full." Mr. Hunt, on the other 

hand, rated himself as being totally dissatisfied overall, 

but indicated that the relationship is still somewhat 

"full" and "interesting." 

In breaking down their actual equity calculations 

at pre-test, both partners feel they are individually 

contributing positive inputs to the relationship, but they 

are each getting negative outcomes. Each feels that their 

partner is reaping positive benefits. Interestingly, 

while Mrs. Hunt says Mr. Hunt's contributions to the 

relationship are negative, he rates her contributions as 
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being positive, despite his overall assessment that she 

still has the better deal. Apparently, Mr. Hunt feels 

that his negative outcome overshadows that fact that he 

perceives her contributions to be positive; clearly, that 

is not enough for him to feel he is getting something 

positive out of their relationship. Also curious is why 

she does not rate her marital satisfaction lower given 

that she feels his inputs are negative. Already it is 

apparent that the Hunt's equity and satisfaction ratings 

don't fit very neatly with the equity propositions. 

It would appear that equity ratings for this couple 

are not quite enough to explain their satisfaction 

ratings, though feeling inequitably treated makes sense in 

light of their dissatisfaction (see Table 1 ). According 

to equity theory, given that Mrs. Hunt perceives her 

husband's inputs to be very negative, she should be less 

satisfied than she reports and, given Mr.Hunt's perception 

that his wife's inputs are positive, he should be more 

satisfied overall. Yet they both rate their partner as 

getting the better deal, so it is clear that distress is 

present. 

In examining the rest of the pre- and post-test 

data, including the audio taped interactions, it becomes 

clear that this is a highly dysfunctional couple. And 

while equity clearly has a relationship to dissatisfaction 
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here, it appears to be a concept of insufficient strength 

to use alone to predict post-test outcomes on marital 

satisfaction. Before proceeding to the descriptive data, 

it is important to note that at post-test, Mrs. Hunt's 

satisfaction rating dropped dramatically; she indicated 

that Mr. Hunt's inputs had become even more negative 

despite that he still has a positive outcome. She also 

indicated that her inputs dropped slightly. Most 

significantly, her outcomes dropped to being far more 

negative now than at pre-test. 

Mr. Hunt's satisfaction went up one point, but he 

is still dissatisfied overall. In the equity 

calculations, he felt his outcomes were as bad as at 

pre-test, that he was also contributing less in the way of 

inputs, but that his wife's positive inputs and outcomes 

had not changed. In short, both seemed to withdraw 

contributions to the relationship at post-test, both 

continue to feel short-changed in terms of overall equity, 

and something happened to drop Mrs. Hunt's satisfaction 

sharply while leaving her husband's original 

dissatisfaction basically intact. 

There was no shortage of problem issues as reported 

in the Hunt's Areas of Change Questionnaires (Margolin 

et al., 1983) at pre-test. For example, Mrs. Hunt wants 

Mr. Hunt to participate more in decisions about spending 
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money, while he wants her to join in these decisions less. 

Other financial issues show up in several ways. She wants 

him to pay bills on time more often, and he indicates this 

area is not a problem for him. They both want the other 

to assume more responsibility for taking care of finances. 

The post-test audio tape indicates she feels her salary is 

unappreciated, and he feels angry whenever she spends 

money (even on basic bills) because "it's not okay in this 

relationship for my (Mr. Hunt's) income to fluctuate 

because of my chosen career (in sales)." 

Another "hot issue" is sex; he wants more, she 

wants less, and both claim the other usually gets their 

way in this area. In fact, they can't even agree on how 

often they do have sex. Each wants the other to pay more 

attention to their individual sexual needs. Mrs. Hunt 

reports in a feelings log that he "forced himself on her" 

on one occasion. He acknowledges the incident, but his 

main feeling was anger that she called it rape. 

A directly connected issue is violence. At 

pre-test, on the Areas of Change Questionnaire (Margolin, 

1983), both indicated that no change was required in the 

area of hitting each other, but at post-test, Mrs. Hunt 

said she wants to be hit "much less" and that this was 

"extremely important" to her. Mr. Hunt indicated no 

desired change at pre- or post-test, nor did he report 
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awareness that she wanted to be hit less. It seems likely 

that Mr. Hunt's responses reflect that he wants to hide or 

deny this issue, that he has a different perception of 

what is occurring, or that he may simply attach less 

importance to the issue than she does. This difference 

in reporting is significant, however, particularly since 

Mrs. Hunt indicates that he does hit, slap, push and 

physically threaten her. 

Other areas in which change was desired by both 

partners seem to cover the entire spectrum of relationship 

issues: daily housekeeping chores, who should discipline 

Mrs. Hunt's son (both wanted the other to take on this 

task more), how to spend their free time, and amount of 

time spent with friends and relatives. Interactional 

needs include the desire that the other show more 

appreciation, start more interesting conversations, and 

should give attention when needed. 

Of particular concern was the expression of 

feelings. Mrs. Hunt reported that it was "extremely 

important" to her that her husband express his feelings 

clearly "much more." He reported that she had no desire 

for him to change in this area. Conversely, Mr. Hunt 

reported that it was "moderately important" to him that 

Mrs. Hunt express her feelings "less," while she believed 

he wants her to express her feelings more. Just about the 
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only issue they agree on is that they want to argue less, 

and they are aware of the major issues the other wants to 

change such as sex, money, and disciplining the child. 

Overall, however, these changes are rated as being much 

more important to Mrs. Hunt, and Mr. Hunt does not seem to 

be as aware of his wife's unhappiness as he is his own. 

The Hunt's Conflict Inventory (Margolin, 1980) 

reflects major discrepancies in what they report at pre

test about each other's behavior, feelings and thoughts 

during conflict. At post-test, a few of these 

discrepancies become less wide. For example, at pre-test 

Mr. Hunt says Mrs. Hunt blames him 90% of the time, and 

she says she blames him 10%; at post-test, he says she 

blames him 70-90% of the time, and she moves closer to 

this rating by stating that she blames him 50-70% of the 

time. For the most part, however, differences remain 

wide. This is indicated by the following responses; each 

spouse perceives themselves to be a good listener, that 

they state their positions clearly, they rarely sulk, they 

admit fault in an argument, and that they come up with 

helpful solutions to problems. However, they both report 

at pre- and post-test, that their partner does not exhibit 

these skills very often, and that neither feel any closer 

to the other emotionally after a discussion. 
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The overall pattern in this measure seems to be one 

of mutual victimization. They both blame the other for 

the problems encountered during conflict and, 

disturbingly, Mr. Hunt indicates that he would like to be 

able to continue to use behaviors such as insulting, 

blaming, thinking about leaving the relationship, and 

planning revenge. Some personal rigidity and resistance 

to change is evidenced in these responses given that this 

section of the measure (asking what behaviors one would 

like to exhibit) is fairly easy to respond to in a 

socially desirable way and yet Mr. Hunt doesn't choose to 

do so. He appears to have some personal issues that go 

beyond the relationship assessments discussed here. 

The responses to their Influence Tactics 

Inventories, (Howard et al., 1986) both at pre- and 

post-test, expose more of the mutual victimization 

pattern. Both indicate that the other relies on tactics 

such as ridiculing, claiming greater knowledge, inducing 

guilt, asserting authority and insisting. Mr. Hunt says 

his wife also drops hints and sulks a great deal. Mrs. 

Hunt adds that Mr. Hunt threatens, reminds her of past 

favors, pleads, becomes violent and occasionally leaves 

the scene. Both rate the other poorly in the tactics of 

reasoning, compromising and negotiating. 
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Interestingly, both agree that her life would be 

most disrupted should their relationship end, and that she 

is more committed to the relationship than he is. 

Unfortunately, none of the measures points to why this 

should be the case, particularly given the presence of 

verbal and physical abuse and the fear of violence she 

reports in her feelings logs. One guess would be that the 

Hunts are tied together negatively; he seems to have a 

need to be aggressive and in control and she seems to have 

a need to tolerate this type of treatment. Given that the 

MPS program was not intended to be therapeutic but 

educational in focus, it is beyond the scope of this 

thesis to say why this couple remains together. Such a 

relationship may be best explained by the spouse abuse 

literature. 

Some interesting changes showed up for both spouses 

on their Marital Locus of Control (Miller et al.,1986) at 

post-test. Miller and colleagues make a strong argument 

that having an internal locus of control in one's marriage 

is related to high marital satisfaction. Conversely, 

seeing oneself as controlled by external circumstances 

means that "reinforcements in the marital domain are 

(felt to be) contingent upon factors outside of one's 

control," resulting in distress and marital 

dissatisfaction. The Hunt's illustrate this point well. 
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At pre-test, Mrs. Hunt's internal score was slightly 

higher than her external score, meaning she has the 

feeling that her own efforts and abilities in her marriage 

have somewhat more influence on her satisfaction than 

situational or chance variables. This makes sense with 

her overall satisfaction rating of being closer to 

satisfied than neutral or dissatisfied. At post-test, 

Mrs. Hunt's satisfaction rating dropped two points toward 

dissatisfaction; correspondingly, she showed a large jump 

in her perception that marital reinforcements are now 

beyond her control, reporting an external score that 

jumped dramatically. On the subscales of the locus of 

control measure, Mrs. Hunt reported at post-test that luck 

was far more responsible now for marital satisfaction than 

her own efforts and abilities. It would appear that she's 

given up her concept of control, she now feels hopeless 

that things will change by her efforts, and that only luck 

will improve her marriage or at least her marital 

satisfaction. It would seem that, for Mrs. Hunt, the 

shift in locus of control has a an explanatory bearing on 

her lower satisfaction. 

In the audio tape of their interaction at post-

test, her feelings of hopelessness and lack of control 

are clearly expressed by her tears, dull tone of voice, 

and the overwhelming number of negative feelings she 
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expresses about his treatment of her in general. The 

couple were not able to get beyond Step 1 of the MPS 

process (expressing and reflecting feelings), and one 

specific problem could not be outlined, despite Mr. Hunt's 

repeated attempts to "get you (Mrs. Hunt) to stick to this 

process." 

Mr. Hunt's locus of control scores also offer an 

explanation for his slight rise in marital satisfaction. 

At pre-test, he reported a much higher external score than 

his internal one, which is associated with "less intimacy 

and less marital satisfaction" (Miller et al., 1986). At 

post-test, however, his external score dropped 

significantly while his internal score rose sharply. This 

would indicate that he feels his own abilities and efforts 

have more of an influence on his marital satisfaction 

at post-test than at pre-test. Possibly, having some new 

skills to use in marital negotiation effected a greater 

sense of personal control for Mr. Hunt. The post-test 

audio tape showed that he was able to reflect his wife's 

feelings, and that he could express his own feelings with 

less blame directed at his wife than their pre-test tape 

showed. However, their mutual inability to even choose 

and define a problem to use the MPS process on in their 

audio tape indicate that while the skill of self-

expression and reflection improved for both spouses, their 
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individual anger and pain could not be overcome enough to 

show any empathy for each other's concerns. Lack of trust 

was mentioned in both tapes, and this lack did not change 

at post-test from it's pre-test low level (Marital Trust, 

Rempel et al., 1985). 

Given the Hunt's overwhelming number of 

interpersonal conflict issues, their destructive 

interactional styles, and possible individual problems, 

it is not at all surprising that the MPS program was not 

strong enough to effect a positive change in either the 

equity perceptions or the satisfaction levels of this 

marital pair. They clearly need therapy both as a couple 

and individually. The educational approach of the MPS 

program seemed to serve only to make Mrs. Hunt more aware 

of the depth of their marital distress and to provide Mr. 

Hunt with another "tool" with which to prove to himself 

that his marital dissatisfaction is not his fault but his 

wife's. 

In looking at their individual daily feelings logs, 

there are drastic changes from very positive to very 

negative emotions every few days. There are even some 

indications that substance abuse and manic-depression may 

be problems for Mr. Hunt. In short, marital 

dissatisfaction seems to be pointing toward the prediction 

that this couple will both report being under-benefitted. 
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While the equity literature generally addresses the issue 

as inequity being the precursor of dissatisfaction, it is 

a logical deduction in this case to make the opposite 

prediction. For the Hunt's, many changes would likely 

need to take place in their relationship before they 

perceive that they are both getting an equal deal. 

This indicates an area in which equity research is 

lacking, that of testing dissatisfied couples to determine 

what specific interpersonal changes would be powerful 

enough to predict the restoration of perceived equity. It 

would seem that high satisfaction can predict equity quite 

confidently while low satisfaction that reflects the 

complex meanings behind marital distress cannot speak to 

the issue of what exactly is involved in perceptions of 

inequity. In situations of such extreme dissatisfaction 

and inequity, we may need other clues to explain more 

completely what is going on in a relationship. For 

example, MMPI scores would have been useful in assessing 

the degree to which marital disturbance was related to 

personality dysfunction issues. Marital locus of control, 

an individual variable, was found to be more predictive of 

post-test satisfaction scores than equity was. 

When dealing with the complex interaction of 

emotion, cognition and behavior that goes into making a 

subjective evaluation that one is dissatisfied with one's 
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marriage, the Hunt's case study shows that one concept, 

equity, is simply not enough to explain marital behavior 

after a process such as the MPS training. And clearly the 

training itself, while producing a few improvements, was 

not a powerful enough intervention for such a distressed 

marriage. Further research which might be of use would be 

to develop a method by which to ascertain the level of 

distress that can be successfully reduced by the MPS 

program. Another interesting study could assess MPS 

results after couple and/or individual therapy with 

couples as distressed as the Hunt's and compare this to 

the results of MPS without prior therapy. This might show 

the areas in which MPS can reinforce, expand upon or add 

new skills to those learned in therapy, providing the 

therapeutic community with a new tool to offer clients for 

strengthening what was once a distressed relationship. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

In the introduction to this thesis, the purpose of 

this study was articulated as follows; to discover how 

people within each equity category react to the MPS 

program, to study the link between MPS mutual engagement 

concepts and the principles of equity theory, and to 

examine how complex relationships like remarriage respond 

to MPS skill training and use. Specifically, an answer to 

the question, "Is MPS a strong enough intervention to 

affect equity and satisfaction assessments across couples 

in all four equity categories?" was sought. And, if not, 

who was most likely to be responsive to MPS and why? 

The most confident assertion that can be made after 

analyzing the data reported in this study appears to be as 

follows: If, at pre-test, 1) one or both partners was 

experiencing mild marital distress, 2) one or both 

partners had a high internal locus of control score, and 

3) mild inequity was reported by at least one partner, 

then it was noted that, following MPS training, improved 



114 

marital satisfaction and equity scores were reported by 

the more distressed partner, and maintained or improved 

satisfaction and equity scores were reported by the other 

partner. Additionally, it was deduced that whatever issue 

may have been responsible for the inequity/dissatisfaction 

in the first place was an issue that could be addressed 

and resolved throuqh learning MPS skills. 

Conversely, if the couple at pre-test was 1) 

experiencing moderate to severe marital distress in one or 

both partners, and 2) marital locus of control was 

reported to be borderline between internal and external or 

was clearly external for at least one partner, and 3) 

moderate to severe inequity was reported by at least one 

partner, then the MPS training seemed to produce 

unpredictable results. A study by Gurman and Kniskern 

(1981) reached a similar conclusion that communication 

skill learning, while helpful for distressed couples, was 

not a powerful enough intervention to replace the need for 

individual or relationship therapy for such couples. 

Couples in all four categories showed some 

improvement in listening and/or negotiation skills but 

only one couple truly illustrated the improvement in 

equity and satisfaction predicted by equity theory. This 

couple's results support the contention that MPS training 

can alter equity perceptions. In the other couples, 
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however, the results on equity were mixed. Sometimes only 

one partner changed as equity theory would predict, 

meaning that possibly spouses make equity assessments in 

such unique ways that the couple system doesn't always 

impact on individual perceptions or act as the social 

behavior unit that equity theory implies. Other couples 

contradicted equity theory completely, showing results 

that equity propositions haven't yet begun to address. 

In sum, a framework for explaining and predicting a 

couple's response to MPS training can be adequately 

provided by equity theory only when certain individual and 

couple characteristics exist, most notably low distress. 

In cases of moderate to severe inequity and 

distress, of highest explanatory and predictive value was 

not equity theory but individual/couple characteristics 

which were detected by other measures. At a descriptive 

level, the notion presented in the introduction that 

previous results reported on group effects of relationship 

enhancement training "masks" individual and couple 

differences appears to be a valid idea for further 

empirical study. 

Given the unpredictability of equity responses of 

distressed remarriages to the MPS program, it would appear 

that perhaps equity theory is not yet complete enough for 

predictive purposes with this population. It is not yet 
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predictable by equity propositions how severe inequity and 

dissatisfaction will respond to this type of intervention. 

Individual and couple factors seemed to have more of an 

impact on responses than the presence of inequitable 

feelings in high distress couples. Therefore the theory 

can not serve as a general theory of social behavior as 

its authors propose because it lacks the power to fully 

explain or predict the responses of highly distressed 

couples to an intervention that "imposes" an equitable 

interaction style. Further research needs to address what 

types of interventions would impact on equity perceptions 

for distressed couples before equity theory can be a 

theory that applies across all couple categories. 

In terms of conclusions regarding the MPS program 

itself, it is apparent that it did not have a uniform 

impact on all couples relative to their equity 

assessments. Several factors presented themselves in the 

feelings logs and other measures used in this study as to 

why this may have been the case for certain couples. 

First, couples or individuals with rigid or abusive 

personalities or interactional styles did not respond 

according to equity notions, indicating that perhaps 

therapeutic intervention before skill training would have 

made MPS more effective. High levels of individual 
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distress may have interfered with the ability or 

motivation to learn and consistently use MPS skills. 

Secondly, the changes in marital locus of control 

scores between pre- and post-test sessions seemed related 

to whether there were improvements in satisfaction and 

equity or not, indicating another direction for further 

MPS and equity research. Miller (Miller, Lefcourt, 

Holmes, Ware & Saleh, 1986) found that persons with a high 

internal locus of control are better at absorbing and 

using problem solving skills than those with borderline or 

high external scores. Perhaps MPS training may produce a 

more uniform and predictable impact on couples with high 

internal locus of control orientations. 

Third, at issue with at least two couples was a 

destructive interactional style of either attacking or 

avoiding. In his studies on marital satisfaction and 

interactional style, Huston (1986) found that a negative 

style was highly correlated with dissatisfaction and that 

negativity over time was a difficult pattern to break. 

Perhaps this style is too large a negative impediment to 

be overcome by the levels of skill absorbtion that study 

couples exhibited at post-test. These results would seem 

to support Huston's findings. 

In this regard, it would be very useful if future 

studies could outline the various possible combinations 
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among couples in terms of interactional style to discover 

which combinations (e.g. both engagers, male avoidant with 

a female engager) seemed best able to fully utilize the 

skills. 

It would seem that a more constructive 

interactional style as well as a level of distress and 

inequity that is not powerful enough to interfere with 

learning the skills contribute to the ability of a couple 

to use the MPS training to its fullest. 

On whom MPS impacts the most in terms of equity has 

become something of a circular argument; a constructive 

interpersonal style or willingness to use such a style 

plus the presence of only mild inequity perceptions seems 

to be required in order for the equity basis within the 

MPS program to function maximally. Training enhances this 

constructive style and hence improves satisfaction, 

helping maintain an equitable system. It seems that a 

somewhat equitable system or at least a mutual willingness 

to have one, is a pre-requisite for allowing the equitable 

basis of the MPS training to be absorbed into the marital 

system. The unanswered question becomes, "How can we make 

a program like MPS more impactful with distressed and 

highly inequitable couples?" 

Several directions for further research have 

already been mentioned. This study supports equity 
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theory's contention that satisfaction is linked to 

perceiving the existence of an equitable relationship, 

at least by low distress couples. The usefulness of 

equity theory propositions in order to predict responses 

in terms of inequity and dissatisfaction after MPS 

training was not so clear. 

Expanding the theory to include predictions for 

persons with differing combinations and levels of equity 

and satisfaction, coupled with predictions regarding 

likely responses according to various personality and 

interactional style, may make this theory more applicable 

for a distressed marital population. As a general 

recommendation, further empirical research would need to 

use a larger sample with a control group to add validity 

to any result. 

Also clear, from the review of the literature on 

remarriage, is the need for empirical studies on the 

remarried couple itself, given that the existing works are 

primarily theoretical or clinical. If the relationship 

between distress and remarriage were clearer, the 

responses of remarried couples to interventions like MPS 

or along equity dimensions might be more predictable. 

As is common with descriptive studies, more 

questions than answers have arisen. From this study 

alone, potential research questions have been suggested, 
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whose answers could add to a number of bodies of knowledge 

already existing; equity theory, relationship enhancement 

training, the significance of individual and couple 

factors (most notably internal locus of control, among 

others) in response to interventions that may be masked by 

group effects, the remarriage relationship, and the 

overall marital satisfaction literature. Ideally, any of 

these suggested studies could have a bearing on how 

programs of relationship enhancement can be best used to 

impact positively on couples in any category of equity or 

satisfaction. It is this author's hope that another 

researcher will find this descriptive work to be a 

foundation for future empirical study in the field of 

interpersonal relationships. 
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APPENDIX A 

MEASURES 

Huston Measure of Marital Satisfaction 

1) Now we would like you to think about your married life 
over the past two months, and use the following words and 
phrases to describe it. For example, if you think that 
your marriage during the last two months has been very 
miserable, put an X in the space right next to the word 
"miserable". If you think it has been very enjoyable, put 
an X in the space right next to "enjoyable". If you think 
it has been somewhere in between, put an X where you think 
it belongs. PUT AN X IN ONLY ONE SPACE FOR EVERY ITEM. 

miserable enjoyable 

hopeful discouraging 

free tied down 

empty 

interesting 

rewarding 

doesn't give _ 
me much chance 

lonely 

hard 

worthwhile 

full 

_ boring 

disappointing 

brings out 
the best in me 

_ friendly 

easy 

useless 

2) All things considered, how satisfied or dissatisfied 
have you been with your marriage over the last two months? 
Place and X in the space that best describe how satisfied 
you have been: 

complete- neutral completely 
ly satis- dissatis
fied fied 

(Author's note - See Chapter 3," Methods", for a full 
explanation of scoring procedures.) 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Instructions for the Walster Global Ecruitv Scale 

These definitions will assist you in filling out the 
following questionaire. Read them carefully! 

CONTRIBUTIONS to one's marriage can be seen as the 
thoughts, feelings, actions and "energies" one puts into 
one's marriage. These can be in the form of love, 
affection, being attractive and intelligent, expressing 
appreciation, participating in day-to-day tasks and 
decisions, contributing money to your partnership, getting 
along with your spouse's family and friends, living up to 
your marriage vows, etc. 

OUTCOMES. then, can be seen as what you think you're 
getting out of your marriage. For instance, do you get 
love, financial security, an attractive and sexy partner, 
acceptance from your spouse's family, fidelity, sharing of 
household tasks, closeness, etc. Outcome for you would be 
the result of what your partner puts into your marriage. 

Note that in these definitions, mentioned are some 
positive outcomes and contributions people may 
receive/give as a result of being married. As you are 
considering the overall contributions you make and the 
outcomes you receive from your marriage, it is important 
to take into consideration that what you put in as well as 
what you get out of your marriage can be negative also. 
Some examples of negative contributions would be that you 
don't help with household chores, being too critical, 
witholding affection or sex to punish your spouse, 
forgetting special occassions, etc. Examples of negative 
outcomes could be now that you have step-children you feel 
they take too much of your spouse's time or money, feeling 
your spouse takes you for granted, you may have had to 
give up certain opportunities like traveling, moving for a 
job change, meeting new people of the opposite sex, etc. 
(Also consider though, the opportunities you gain by being 
married such as the chance to be parents or grandparents, 
having someone to count on in old age and at "married 
couple" social events, etc.) 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Now that we have given you an idea of what we mean 
by contributions (what you put in, positive or negative 
and what you don't put into your marriage) and outcomes 
(what you get, positive or negative, and what you don't 
get out of your marriage), we're asking you to decide how 
positive or negative these inputs and outcomes are. Try to 
honestly make a "mental balance sheet" of your positive 
and negative contributions and then give it an overall 
rating. 

The Walster Global Equity Scale 

Use the following scale when answering the questions 
below. Write in the blank the phrase that best represent 
your answer. 

+4 = Extremely positive 
+3 = Very positive 
+2 = Moderately positive 
+1 = Slightly positive 
-1 = Slightly negative 
-2 = Moderately negative 
-3 = Very negative 
-4 = Extremely negative 

1) All things considered, how would you describe what you 
put into your marriage? (that is, your contributions) 

2) All things considered, how would you describe what vour 
partner puts into your marriage? (that is, your partner's 
contributions) 

3) All things considered, how would you describe what you 
get out of your marriage? (that is, your outcomes) 

4) All things considered, how would you describe what vour 
partner gets out of your marriage? (that is, your 
partner's outcomes) 
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Appendix A (continued) 

5) Considering what you put into your marriage compared to 
what you get out of it...and... what your partner puts in 
compared to what he/she gets out of it, how does your 
marriage "stack up?" Please circle the one best answer. 

1. My partner is getting a much better deal. 
2. My partner is getting a somewhat better deal. 
3. My partner is getting a slightly better deal. 
4. We are getting an equal deal. 
5. I am getting a slightly better deal. 
6. I am getting a somewhat better deal. 
7. I am getting a much better deal. 

(Note - See chapter 3 for an explanation of scoring 
methods) 
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Table 1 

Equity and Marital Satisfaction Scores 

Equity 
Category/ 
subject 
names 

Column 1 

Mv incut 
outcome 

Column 2 

My spouse's 
incut 
outcome 

Column 3 

Overall 
equity 

Column 4 

Overall 
satis
faction 

Column 5 

Item 1 
total -
Huston 

Cat. 1 
Equitable/ 
Satisfied 
Mr. Smith 
PRE-TEST 

±3 
+4 

±3 
+4 

4 10 64 

Mrs. Smith 
EKE-TEST 

±3 
+4 

±4 
+4 

4 10 70 

Mr. Smith 
POST-TEST 

±3 
+3 

±3 
+3 

4 20 63 

Mrs. Smith 
POST-TEST 

±3 
+4 

±3 
+3 

4 10 68 

TJ-raTNn 

Column 1 - Walster measure, numerator = item 1, denominator = item 
3 
Column 2 - Walster measure, numerator = item 2, denominator = item 
4 
Column 3 - Walster measure, item 5 overall equity assessment where 
a 1, 2, or 3 means "My partner is getting a better deal", 4 = "we 
have an equal deal", 5, 6, or 7 = "I have a better deal". 
Column 4 - Huston measure, item 2 (overall satisfaction rating) in 
which 10 = satisfied, 40 = neutral, 70 = dissatisfied. 
Column 5 - Huston measure, item 1 (total points on 10 objectives, 
10 pts. = dissatisfied, 40 = neutral, 70 = satisfied. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 
Equity 
Category/ My spouse's Overall Overall Item 1 
subject My input input equity satis- total -
names outcome outcome faction Huston 

Category 2 
Female under 
benefitted ±3 ±3 4 20 60 
Mr. Brown +3 +3 
ERE-TEST 

Mrs. Brown ±3 ±2 2 30 52 
ERE-TEST +2 +2 

Mr. Brown +3 +3 4 20 63 
POST-TEST +4 +4 

Mrs. Brown ±3 ±3 4 20 67 
POST-TEST +3 +3 

Category 3 
Male under 
benefitted 
Mr. Johnson 
ERE-TEST 

±2 
-1 

±1 
+2 

3 50 29 

Mrs. Johnson 
ERE-TEST 

±2 
+2 

±2 
+2 

4 30 47 

Mr. Johnson 
POST-TEST 

+1 
-1 

±1 
+2 

3 30 48 

Mrs. Johnson 
POST-TEST 

±2 
+2 

+3 
+2 

3 20 65 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Column 1 Column 2 
Equity 
Category/ 
subject 
names 

Column 3 Column 4 

My spouse's Overall Overall 
My input input equity satis-
outccmve outcome faction 

Column 5 

Item 1 
total -
Huston 

Catecrorv 4 
Inequitable 
and dis
satisfied 
Mr. Hunt 
HQS-TEST 

±3 
-3 

±2 
+2 

2 70 26 

Mrs. Hunt 
TOE-TEST 

+3 
+1 

zl 
+3 

2 30 38 

Mr. Hunt 
POST-TEST 

+2 
-3 

±2 
+2 

2 60 29 

Mrs. Hunt 
POST-TEST 

±2 
-2 

=2 

+2 
2 
2 

50 36 
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