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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness 

of a brief communication and problem-solving skills training program 

for premarital couples. The study proposed that couples who partici

pated in the training program would demonstrate significant increases 

in verbal facilitative and problem-solving behaviors as well as in 

relationship satisfaction. 

The research design was a pretest-posttest control group 

design. Couples were randomly assigned to treatment and control 

groups; there were 10 couples in each group. The experimental treat

ment was a one-day workshop which trained couples in eight specific 

listener and speaker skills and a four-step problem-solving procedure. 

The training methodology included lecture, discussion, modeling, 

behavior rehearsal, and feedback. 

The instruments used were the Marital Interaction Coding System 

(MICS), the Premarital Communication and Problem Solving Rating Scale 

(PCPSRS), and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS). Data analysis 

included analysis of covariance and correlated t^ tests. The results 

indicated that couples who participated in the training did not sig

nificantly differ at posttest from the control couples on any of the 

measures. The experimental couples did not show significant gains from 

pre- to posttest on any of the measures; however, six control couples 

who participated in the training after posttesting did show a signifi

cant increase in their use of problem-solving statements at the time 

vii 
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of follow-up testing. The researcher-constructed PCPSRS was found to 

correlate positively and significantly with the DAS. A consumer satis

faction questionnaire found that all the participants who received 

training reacted favorably to this experience. Limitations of the 

study are noted and recommendations for further research are made. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Although there appear to be numerous signs of its demise, 

marriage is still alive and will continue to endure in new forms (Hunt, 

1977). However, as Hinkle and Moore (1971) have observed, "American 

culture is woefully lacking in personal training for effective, growing 

marriage" (p. 153). This statement reflects a sad commentary on our 

society and the provision it makes for strengthening its basic unit— 

the family. 

Divorce statistics would seem to substantiate Hinkle and 

Moore's observation about the lack of preparation for marriage. Since 

1975 the number of divorces in the United States has exceeded 1,000,000 

annually (National Center for Health Statistics jfNCHS/, 1979, 1980). 

Consequently, while it appears that marriage is here to stay, it is 

also evident that marital disruption will not soon be eliminated. Such 

a state of affairs clearly points to the need for crisis intervention 

when marriages fail, and perhaps more important, for preventive inter

vention through better premarital preparation. 

There seems to be widespread agreement among mental health pro

fessionals that lack of effective communication lies at the heart of 

many marital problems (Ard, 1976). Behavioral marital therapists in 

particular maintain that distressed and non-distressed couples can be 

differentiated on the basis of their problem-solving interactions 

1 
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(Birchler, Weiss, and Vincent, 1975). The traditional response to the 

problem of marital distress is to offer treatment programs for dis

tressed couples. An alternative response to the problem, however, is 

to provide preventive intervention programs. As Markman and Floyd 

(1980) have stated: "The logic of preventing problems as opposed to 

treating them after they develop seems obvious. For marital problems, 

the logical time for intervention is before the couple is married" 

(p. 30). 

The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate a train

ing workshop for premarital couples which focused on communication and 

problem-solving skills. 

Need for the Study 

The need for preventive intervention becomes obvious when cur

rent statistics are considered. In the first quarter of 1980 there 

were 453,000 marriages reported in the United States (NCHS, 1980). A 

total of 2,345,.000 marriages was reported during the 12-month period 

ending with March 1980 (NCHS, 1980). This figure represents a 47o 

increase over the number of marriages during the comparable period 

ending with March 1979. 

These statistics may be contrasted with the following: there 

were an estimated 278,000 divorces and annulments granted in the first 

quarter of 1980 (NCHS, 1980). In the 12-month period ending with 

March 1980, there were an estimated 1,170,000 divorces and annulments 

granted in the United States (NCHS, 1980). This figure represents a 

37» increase over the number of divorces and annulments during the 



3 

12-month period ending with March 1979. Currently, the number and rate 

of both marriages and divorces are increasing. The figures indicate 

that there are five divorces for every ten marriages. Such a high 

ratio graphically substantiates the need for preventive intervention 

programs. 

A closer look at the statistics indicates that divorce rates by 

age at time of decree are highest for young married persons 20-24 years 

of age (NCHS, 1978). Other figures clearly indicate that many couples 

are experiencing serious conflict early in their relationships«, For 

example, when rates by duration of marriage are computed, the highest 

rates occur among couples who have been married between two and four 

years (NCHS, 1978). Quite logically then, preventive programs should 

be designed especially for young persons in their late teens and early 

twenties who are planning to marry. 

Divorce affects not only husbands and wives; many children are 

also affected by the divorce of their parents. Each year since 1972 in 

the United States there have been over 1,000,000 children under 18 

years of age affected by divorces and annulments (NCHS, 1979). Con

sequently, well over 3,000,000 persons annually are affected by marital 

disruption in this country. 

Government statistics, however, paint only part of the picture. 

Statistics fail to depict the personal dimensions of the divorce 

experience, the physical and emotional upset of the divorcing parties 

and their families (see Bloom, Asher, and White, 1978, for a review). 

Furthermore, there are no available statistics on couples who choose to 
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remain married in spite of extreme dissatisfaction with their 

marriages. In other words, the incidence of marital distress is 

greater than divorce statistics alone indicate. 

Without denying the concurrent need for remediation, this 

section has served to highlight the need in our society for prevention 

of marital disruption. Bloom et al. (1978) described marital dis

ruption as "an irresistible candidate for preventive intervention pro

grams that are well thought out, economically feasible, and subject to 

careful evaluation" (p. 888). Considering the serious social and 

personal costs associated with this problem, society in general and 

mental health professionals in particular should be concerned about 

providing preventive intervention programs. Common sense, clinical 

experience, and empirical research data provide evidence to support the 

need for the present study. 

Theoretical Rationale 

Carkhuff (1969, 1971a), building on the work of Rogers (1951, 

1959), has suggested that the level of a person's interpersonal skills, 

that is, the ability to communicate in an empathic, respectful, and 

genuine manner, is an indicator of psychological adjustment. Theo

retical and empirical support for this position is discussed in 

Carkhuff (1969) and Carkhuff and Berenson (1967). Several studies 

based on the Carkhuff model of adjustment (e.g., Anthony, 1973; Fould, 

1969; Frankel, 1969) have found a positive relationship between level 

of human-relations skills and measures of psychological adjustment. 
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Jahoda (1958) has suggested that the capacity to problem solve 

in real-life situations is one criterion for defining positive mental 

health. This suggestion has received empirical support from a number 

of studies which have examined the relationship between interpersonal 

cognitive problem-solving skills and psychological adjustment (Spivack, 

Piatt, and Shure, 1976), 

Spivack et al. (1976) maintain that "there is a grouping of 

interpersonal cognitive problem-solving (ICPS) skills that mediate the 

quality of our social adjustment" (p. 4). These skills include: a) 

awareness of and sensitivity to interpersonal problems, b) ability to 

generate alternative solutions to problems, c) capacity for means-ends 

thinking, d) capacity for consequential thinking, and e) awareness of 

personal motivation and interpersonal continuity. Spivack and his 

colleagues present detailed evidence relating these ICPS skills to 

social adjustment in childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. Numerous 

ICPS skill training programs have been developed and evaluated for such 

diverse client populations as hyperactive children and chronic 

psychiatric patients. In general, these programs have led not only to 

the development of ICPS skills but to behavioral improvements as well. 

Additional support for the suggestion that there is a con

nection between problem-solving ability in real-life situations and 

mental health comes from social learning theory. From a social-

learning perspective, the inability to cope effectively with problems 

often leads to emotional or behavioral disturbances which may require 

psychological treatment (Bandura, 1969). Arguing from this 
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perspective, McFall (1976) has maintained that some individuals behave 

maladaptively because they lack the necessary skills to perform in an 

effective, competent manner. Over the last decade this skill-deficit 

conception of problem behavior has led to the development of numerous 

experimental skill-training programs designed to assist persons with a 

variety of problems, including non-assertion, shyness, alcoholism, 

sexual dysfunction, and schizophrenia (see McFall, 1976, for a review). 

Generally, these programs have been shown to be efficacious. 

Marital distress may also be viewed as the result of skill 

deficits, in particular deficits in problem-solving and communication 

skills (Gottman et al., 1976; Jacobson and Margolin, 1979). Various 

examples of programs designed to train couples in communication and 

problem-solving skills have been reported in the literature (e.g., Ely, 

Guerney, and Stover, 1973; Harrell and Guerney, 1976; Jacobson, 1977a, 

1978b; Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman, 1976a; Weiss, Hops, and 

Patterson, 1973). These studies substantiate the need for and the 

feasibility and efficacy of training couples in communication and 

problem-solving skills. 

Although counseling is typically associated with remediation, 

that is, with one-to-one and small group treatment of persons with 

existing problems, prevention of problems is an equally important task 

of the counseling profession (Krumboltz, Becker-Haven, and Burnett, 

1979; Krumboltz and Thoresen, 1976). As Krumboltz et al. (1979) state: 

"Preventive work attempts to reduce the frequency or severity of future 

problems by teaching coping skills or imparting useful knowledge not 
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merely to current sufferers but to persons likely to experience future 

stress" (p. 588). 

When it comes to confronting large scale problems such as the 

problem of marital disruption, the traditional remediation focus of 

counseling practice—although necessary—is insufficient. What is 

needed are more preventive programs which will reduce the incidence of 

the problem and mitigate the severity of those cases which perhaps can

not be prevented. One way to prevent marital disruption is to provide 

couples with the necessary interpersonal skills to survive the chal

lenges of married life. These skills might be called interpersonal 

competence skills, i.e., the skills to communicate and solve problems 

effectively. 

The work of Carkhuff (1969), Ivey (1971), Ivey and Authier 

(1978), Danish and Hauer (1973) and others who have developed systematic 

skill-training programs in basic facilitative communication skills 

demonstrates the feasibility and effectiveness of communication skills 

training with a wide variety of subject groups—professionals, para-

professionals, students, clients, and significant others. In a similar 

way, the work of Spivack and his colleagues (1976) as well as others 

(e.g., Dixon et al., 1979) demonstrates the effectiveness of problem-

solving skills training. 

From the foregoing premises it seems logical to conclude, first, 

that problem-solving and communication skills are basic coping skills 

which enable a person to satisfactorily navigate the problematic waters 

of interpersonal relationships. Second, in light of the skill-deficit 
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conception of behavior problems, marital distress may be considered the 

result of deficiencies in communication and problem-solving skills. 

Third, it appears reasonable to conclude that interpersonal competence 

may be facilitated by training individuals and couples in general pro

cedures and skills which will allow them to deal independently with 

critical problems in living. 

The need for a preventive approach to marital distress has been 

recognized for a long time (see Foster, 1935). In fact, educational 

institutions, community agencies, and religious organizations have 

responded to the need with a variety of services and programs. But in 

the opinion of a number of observers the response has been inadequate 

(Ginsberg and Vogelsong, 1977; Rutledge, 1966; Schumm and Denton, 1979). 

Furthermore, while there is a growing body of literature on premarital 

preparation programs, careful, systematic evaluation has not been 

routinely conducted to determine the effectiveness of most of the pro

grams (Schumm and Denton, 1979). 

Statement of the Problem 

The literature indicates there is a need for a preventive 

approach to marital distress. Marital disruption as reflected in 

divorce statistics bolsters this need. A logical place to intervene is 

with premarital couples. Research indicates that communication and 

problem-solving skills are associated with positive mental health and 

marital satisfaction. Other research indicates that skill training is 

an effective method of helping persons acquire or enhance important 

coping skills. It seems logical, therefore, that training premarital 
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couples in communication and problem-solving skills may be an effective 

preventive intervention measure. 

The literature points to the need for a study which is pre

ventive, practicable, focuses on communication and problem-solving 

skills, employs the components of a systematic skill-training process, 

and is carefully evaluated. The question addressed by the present 

study was: Will participation by premarital couples in a brief training 

workshop which focuses on basic communication skills and a systematic 

problem-solving strategy have a positive effect on the couples' com

munication and problem-solving interactions? 

Research Hypotheses 

In order to answer the question raised above, the following 

hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

1. Premarital couples who participate in a communication and 

problem-solving workshop will demonstrate significantly more verbal 

facilitative communication and problem-solving behaviors as measured by 

the Marital Interaction Coding System (MICS) than couples in a wait

list control group. 

2. Premarital couples who participate in a communication and 

problem-solving workshop will perceive a significantly greater positive 

change in their own and their fiance(e)'s communication and problem-

solving behavior as measured by the Premarital Communication and 

Problem Solving Rating Scale (PCPSRS) than couples in a wait-list con

trol group. 



3. Premarital couples who participate in a communication and 

problem-solving workshop will demonstrate a significantly greater 

positive change in relationship adjustment as measured by the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale (DAS) than couples in a wait-list control group. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of selected literature related 

to the study. The content and organization of the chapter reflect the 

fact that the underpinning of the study is formed by the convergence of 

several streams of theoretical and empirical literature. These streams 

include the areas of problem-solving training, communication and 

marital satisfaction, skill training as therapy and enrichment for 

married couples, and skill training for premarital couples. 

The review will begin with a brief discussion of problem 

solving because the present study emphasized training in a systematic 

problem-solving process. References to skill training with married 

couples are included because published reports on skill training with 

premarital couples are somewhat sparse and because the marital studies 

cited describe skill-training programs in communication and problem 

solving for couples. 

Problem-Solving Training 

According to Krumboltz and Thoresen (1976): "A major respon

sibility of counselors is teaching how to make decisions and to solve 

problems. The concern is not merely with finding a solution to today's 

problem but also with teaching a method that people can use to solve 

future problems" (p. 368). In what has become a widely cited article 

describing the problem-solving process and its application to 

11 
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counseling and psychotherapy, D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) suggested 

that problem-solving skills could be taught to clients as a form of 

self-management training. They defined problem solving as 

a behavioral process, whether overt or cognitive in nature, 
which (a) makes available a variety of potentially effec
tive response alternatives for dealing with the problem
atic situation and (b) increases the probability of select
ing the most effective response from among these various 
alternatives (p. 108). 

The problem-solving process proposed by D'Zurilla and Goldfried 

includes the following five stages: a) general orientation, b) problem 

definition and formulation, c) generation of alternatives, d) decision 

making, and f) verification. These writers reviewed theory and research 

relevant to each stage of the process and then presented general guide

lines for the clinical application of problem-solving training. 

Spivack et al. (1976) described a variety of problem-solving 

training programs implemented in school and therapeutic settings for 

both children and adults. In each of these programs an attempt was 

made to instill or enhance cognitive skills which influence overt 

problem-solving behavior. One such program designed for third- and 

fourth-grade children had the following purposes: "(a) to instill a 

problem-solving orientation, (b) to teach how to identify and define a 

problem, (c) to enhance capacity to generate alternative solutions and 

elaborate them, and (d) to sensitize to consequences" (p. 212). One 

version of the program took four and one-half months to complete. 

There were two 30-minute sessions each week. In addition to instruc

tion, the program's teaching methods included modeling, teacher rein

forcement, brainstorming, and role playing. Evaluation indicated that 
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"the program does enhance capacity to think of alternatives and to 

elaborate on any one solution through means-ends thinking" (p. 213). 

A highly structured interpersonal problem-solving program for 

adult and adolescent psychiatric patients was developed by Piatt and 

Spivack (cited in Spivack et al., 1976). This program was designed to 

teach participants general cognitive strategies to use in coping more 

effectively with interpersonal problems. Components of the program 

included discussion, modeling, self-talk, behavior rehearsal, and a 

participant workbook. The program was divided into 19 units. The 

initial units emphasized "prerequisite skills" such as differentiating 

fact from opinion and recognizing and communicating feelings. These 

were followed by units which emphasized specific problem-solving skills 

such as taking time to make a decision, generating alternatives, and 
* 

evaluating alternatives. 

Formal evaluation of- this program has not yet been reported. 

However, an adaptation of the program (intagliata, 1978) used with male 

alcoholic patients resulted in significant improvements on a number of 

measures for the treatment group. 

Dixon et al. (1979) developed a training program in generalized 

problem-solving behaviors and tested it with 50 undergraduate students. 

These investigators conceptualized the problem-solving process as a 

lattice of five sequential phases: "(a) problem definition, (b) goal 

selection, (c) strategy selection, (d) strategy implementation, and (e) 

evaluation" (p. 134). In contradistinction to the problem-solving 

process as proposed by others (e.g., D'Zurilla and Goldfried, 1971), 
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Dixon et al. considered brainstorming and decision making to be generic 

skills which can be used during all the phases. 

The program consisted of five 90-minute sessions, with the 

five-phase sequential process providing the content of the sessions. 

Training methodology included didactic presentations, group discussion, 

and directed practice. Evaluation of the program indicated that train

ing affected the quality but not the quantity of generated alterna

tives. Participants described themselves as using fewer impulsive 

behaviors during problem solving than control subjects. 

Mendonca and Siess (1976) combined problem-solving and anxiety-

management training in an attempt to reduce vocational indecision. 

They hypothesized that "vocational indecision may result from cognitive 

problem-solving operations that are lacking or inhibited by anxiety" 

(p. 339). The problem-solving training consisted of practicing the 

problem-solving steps proposed by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) in the 

context of a group discussion. The anxiety-management training was a 

group desensitization procedure. It included presentation of a 

rationale, progressive relaxation methods, and use of coping imagery. 

The results of the Mendonca and Siess study indicated that the 

combination of anxiety-management and problem-solving training was more 

effective than either treatment condition alone in producing signifi

cant gains in vocational exploratory behavior and problem-solving 

behavior. However, these researchers interpreted their results with 

caution since improvement was limited to responses to analogue 



problem-solving tasks. Consequently, generalization to real-life con

cerns was not substantiated. 

In this section the educational and preventive function of 

skill training in problem solving was discussed. Literature was 

reviewed which documents the efficacy and feasibility of training a 

variety of subject groups in specific problem-solving skills. 

Skill Training with Married Couples 

The following sections review literature regarding a) the rela

tionship between communication and marital satisfaction and b) com

munication and problem-solving training as therapy and enrichment for 

married couples. 

Communication and Marital 
Satisfaction/Adjustment 

The topic of marital communication has not always enjoyed the 

place of prominence that it currently holds among marriage counselors, 

family life educators, and the lay public. In 1970, Bienvenu noted 

that "a review of the literature reveals a paucity of studies dealing 

exclusively with marital communication" (p. 26). Miller, Corrales, and 

Wackman (1975) pointed out the surprising dearth of references to com

munication in marriage counseling texts and related literature before 

the mid 1960's: "Prior to that time, almost all thinking revolved 

around individual psycho-dynamics, role functioning, and social struc

ture as they facilitate or inhibit 'adjustment' in marriage" (p. 143). 

Miller and his colleagues maintain that communication has 

become more prominent because of developments which have emphasized the 



communication process, systems theory, enrichment, and humanistic 

psychology. Effective communication is now generally recognized by 

marriage and family counselors and family life educators as a prere

quisite for satisfying relationships and interpersonal conflict 

resolution (Ard, 1976; Bienvenu, 1970; Ellis and Harper, 1975; Guerney, 

1977; Lederer and Jackson, 1968; Rutledge, 1966; Satir, 1967, 1972). 

Studies by Locke, Sabagh, and Thomes (1956), Navran (1967), and 

Murphy and Mendelson (1973) have found significant positive correla

tions between communication and marital adjustment. More recently, 

Snyder (1979) in his development of a new marital satisfaction 

inventory found that his "measures of affective and problem-solving 

communication are consistently the best single predictors of global 

marital satisfaction" (p. 818). 

Kahn (1970) investigated the relationship between nonverbal 

communication and marital satisfaction. He found that dissatisfied 

couples performed with less accuracy on a test of nonverbal communi

cation and scored significantly lower on the nonverbal items of a self-

report communication inventory. Boyd and Roach (1977) attempted to 

determine which specific communication skills differentiated criterion 

groups of most- and least-satisfied married couples. These investi

gators identified three clusters of skills which significantly differ

entiated the two groups: a) "sending clear, direct messages," b) 

"active listening or receiving messages," and c) "verbal expressions 

of respect or esteem" (p. 541). Finally, Markman (1979), in an attempt 

to understand the development of marital distress, conducted a 
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longitudinal study of 14 couples and found evidence to support the 

hypothesis "that unrewarding communication precedes marital distress" 

(p. 744). Thus it seems safe to conclude that common sense, clinical 

observation, and a growing body of empirical research data have con

verged to highlight the positive correlation between effective communi

cation and satisfaction in marital relationships. 

Skill Training as Marital Therapy 

The purpose of this section is to briefly review relevant 

literature pertaining to training as a mode of treatment for couples 

experiencing marital problems. Carkhuff (1971b) referred to systematic 

training as a "preferred mode of treatment" and outlined the benefits 

to both trainer and trainee. Some of the benefits derived from syste

matic training are. that it a) is goal-directed, b) emphasizes practice 

of new behavior, c) emphasizes usable skills, d) promotes retention of 

learning, and e) provides a ready means for assessing the effective

ness of a training program. 

In the previous section it was noted that there is a growing 

amount of empirical evidence to support the widely held contention that 

communication problems and marital distress are related. The studies 

about to be reviewed emphasize training in various communication and 

problem-solving skills as aspects of helping couples who are experi

encing marital distress. 

Stuart (1969) was among the first to devise a treatment 

approach based on reciprocity theory and designed to train couples in 

new, positively reinforcing behaviors. His four-step program included 
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a) a presentation of a rationale based on operant theory, b) identifi

cation of behaviors to be increased in one's spouse, c) monitoring the 

occurrence of the desired behaviors, and d) learning how to make 

behavior-exchange contracts. Although Stuart did not describe training 

in specific communications skills, the net result of employing the new 

operant techniques was to engage in new, noncoercive conflict resolu

tion behaviors. 

Rappaport and Harrell (1972) also designed a marriage counsel

ing model based on reciprocity and social exchange theory. However, 

their program differed from Stuart's (1969) in that once couples were 

taught reciprocal exchange skills, they proceeded to make contracts on 

their own with minimal counselor involvement. Second, the Rappaport-

Harrell program did not employ a token economy. Their program included 

five steps: a) an explanation of reciprocal exchange and behavior 

modification principles followed by training in reciprocal exchange and 

cooperative bargaining skills, b) specification of undesirable spousal 

behaviors along with antecedent and consequent conditions, c) specifi

cation of positive or desirable spousal behaviors, d) implementation of 

a written contract after baseline data has been collected for one week, 

and e) renegotiation of contracts as circumstances change. 

Rappaport and Harrell emphasized the explicit educational 

feature of their model. Skills were taught by use of instructions, 

modeling, behavior rehearsal, and positive reinforcement. The goal 

was to equip couples with essential skills to effectively resolve 

relationship problems on their own. According to Rappaport and 
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Harrell, the behavioral-exchange model provides "an optional program 

for those couples perceiving a need to solve specific problems after 

learning effective communication skills" (p. 211). 

Ely et al. (1973) assessed the training phase of a program they 

called Conjugal Therapy. The purpose of this program was "to develop 

techniques for promoting expression of one's real feelings and atti

tudes, to reduce barriers to free, genuine, emotionally meaningful 

communication" (p. 20). In order to accomplish this purpose, 

Each member of the marital pair is trained to become more 
capable of being understanding, accepting, empathic and non-
judgmental toward his spouse. Some of the major techniques 
of Rogers (1951) adapted for use here were reflection, 
restatement and clarification of content and feelings. In 
Conjugal Therapy training, couples learn these techniques 
both through explanatory readings and through directed prac
tice (p. 201). 

Ely et al. sought to answer the question of whether distressed couples 

could apply these communication skills toward one another. 

The program utilized small training groups of three couples 

each. Training lasted 16-20 hours over approximately eight weeks and 

included supplemental practice and reading at home. One of the dis

tinctive features of the training was that the couples were taught 

highly structured "speaker" and "listener" roles. 

The results of the study indicated that distressed spouses 

could in fact learn to use the skills. Significant improvements were 

demonstrated on almost all of the dependent measures. 

At the University of Oregon, Weiss et al. (1973) developed a 

behaviorally oriented program for assessing and treating marital con

flict. A major assumption of their program was that "marital conflict 



is the result of faulty behavior-change operations . . ., and that the 

partners attempt to bring about immediate change in one another largely 

through aversive control" (p. 310). To counter the effects of aversive 

control, one focus of the Oregon program was to provide training in 

behavioral principles. In particular, the skill of pinpointing was 

stressed. Further, it was assumed that communication training by 

itself was insufficient without contracting and negotiation training. 

The maintenance of communication skills over time requires reinforcing 

exchanges produced by the use of contracting and negotiation skills. 

This program also stressed the need for married couples to 

seek and utilize reinforcing contingencies outside their particular 

dyad. Weiss et al. summarized their program as follows: 

We offer an approach which explicitly trains married couples 
in the use of behavior change principles, such as shaping, 
use of positive (not aversive) control, pinpointing, and con
tingency management. These techniques are combined with 
specific training in problem solving behaviors. Finally, by 
paying attention to sources of rewards and pleasures both 
within the dyadic relationship and from the community at 
large, we train the partners to exchange reinforcing behav
iors with one another. Contracting and negotiating skills 
are the main vehicles for bringing about these behavioral 
changes between the spouses (1973, p. 311). 

Because assessment and intervention are equally emphasized in 

behavioral approaches to training and therapy, these researchers 

utilized a number of newly developed self-report and observational 

assessment techniques. Examples of each type include the Pleasurable-

Displeasurable count (Checklist of P's and D's) and the Marital Inter

action Coding System (MICS). 
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Evaluation of this program is based on case studies by Weiss 

et al. (1973) and Paterson, Hops, and Weiss (1975). The results 

suggest treatment effectiveness, but definitive interpretation is ruled 

out since neither control groups nor within-subject controls were part 

of the design methodology. 

Liberman and his associates (Liberman et al., 1976; Liberman, 

Wheeler, and Sanders, 1976) compared the effectiveness of a behavioral 

and an interactional form of group marital therapy with clients at a 

community mental health center. These researchers borrowed substan

tially from the Weiss et al. (1973) assessment and intervention 

program. 

Participants in the behavioral group received training in three 

areas, with areas two and three constituting the main differences 

between the two groups: 

1. specifying and acknowledging how each spouse could 
•please' the other in reciprocal ways 

2. engaging in behavioral rehearsals to learn more con
structive verbal and non-verbal communication 

3. negotiating an agreement on a contingency contract 
(Liberman et al., 1976, p. 10). 

Homework assignments were also an integral part of the behavioral 

treatment. 

Treatment for both groups consisted of eight weekly sessions of 

two hours duration and a follow-up session conducted one month later. 

All sessions for both groups were led by the same three therapists. 

The results indicated that both groups improved significantly from pre-

to posttreatment on a measure of marital satisfaction. However, only 
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the behavioral group demonstrated significant improvement on an 

observational measure of couple interaction (viz., the MICS). 

Ongoing evaluation of the behavioral treatment package has led 

to a number of format changes (see Liberman, Wheeler, and Sanders, 

1976). For example, more time is devoted to training in communication 

skills which are considered a necessary prerequisite for effective con-

tingency contracting. .As Liberman and his colleagues stated: 

The contracting procedure is used selectively for clients who 
have progressed in their communication skills to the point of 
being able to negotiate, compromise, assert their desires and 
feelings, and deal with unexpected unpleasantness. Experi
ences have accumulated which suggest that contingency con
tracting is worth just about the paper it's printed on without 
the family members having adequate interpersonal communication 
skills (Liberman et al., 1976, p. 32). 

Jacobson (1977a, 1977b, 1977c, 1978b, 1978c, 1979) has written 

extensively on training distressed married couples in effective, 

positive problem-solving skills and contingency contracting. In an 

initial pilot study (Jacobson, 1977a) involving eight treatment 

sessions he used instructions, modeling, behavior rehearsal, feedback, 

and positive reinforcement to train distressed couples first to arrive 

at mutually agreed upon solutions to problems, and later to negotiate 

written "good faith" contracts. He evaluated the treatment using both 

group-comparison and single-subject methodology. When compared to the 

control group, the treatment group demonstrated significantly more 

improvement on both self-report and observational measures. Data from 

multiple baselines substantiated the group comparisons. 

In a later study Jacobson (1978b) replicated the treatment 

procedures and added a variation. He taught one group of couples to 



make good faith contracts and another group to make quid pro quo con

tracts. He compared these two behavioral treatment groups to a non

specific treatment group and a wait-list control group. On both 

self-report and observational measures, the two behavioral training 

groups improved significantly more than the wait-list control group. 

When compared to the nonspecific treatment group, the two behavioral 

groups showed significantly more improvement on three out of four 

measures. No differences were found between the two behavioral treat

ment groups on any of the measures. 

Jacobson has continued to research the efficacy of his pro

cedures and their application to different populations. For example, 

he has questioned the general effectiveness of contingency contracting 

(Jacobson, 1978c), and he has successfully used problem-solving train

ing with severely distressed couples (Jacobson, 1979). 

This section has reviewed a number of controlled and uncon

trolled studies which support the general effectiveness of training 

distressed couples in communication and problem-solving skills. Con

siderable overlap may be noted both in the content and training 

methodology of the various studies. With the exception of the study by 

Ely et al. (1973), the studies were conducted by investigators working 

within a behavioral framework. However, regardless of the theoretical 

orientation of the researchers, systematic skill training has received 

empirical support as an important aspect of marital treatment. As 

Jacobson (1978a) noted at the end of his review: "Structured 
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communication training, whether behavioral or non-behavioral, seems to 

be emerging as the sine qua non of effective marital therapy" (p. 440). 

Marriage Enrichment 

In the previous section literature regarding marital therapy 

was reviewed. This section will briefly review literature regarding 

marital enrichment programs. A brief discussion of the marriage 

enrichment movement will be presented first. Then studies will be 

reviewed which have been implemented primarily with non-distressed 

couples. As in the previous section, emphasis will be placed on those 

studies which have skill training as a major focus. 

Smith, Shoffner, and Scott (1979) reviewed the history of the 

marriage enrichment movement. By their account, a number of sources 

have converged over approximately the last two decades to form the 

enrichment movement. Some of these sources include the pioneering work 

of David Mace and Herbert Otto, humanistic psychology and the human 

potential movement, developments in the fields of human sexuality, 

affective education, and communication, and the marriage encounter and 

enrichment programs sponsored by religious organizations and community 

agencies. 

Motivating the movement has been the desire of its proponents 

to a) provide happily married couples with an opportunity for growth in 

their relationships, and b) move away from crisis intervention and 

remediation with couples toward prevention and the development of their 

potential (Mace, 1979; Mace and Mace, 1976). As Mace (1979) has 

written: "Marriage enrichment, therefore, posits two central 
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hypotheses: (a) marriage is not static, but dynamic; and (b) given 

favorable conditions for growth and creative change, most couples can 

move progressively toward appropriating more and more of their rela

tional potential" (p. 411). 

The goals of enrichment, according to Smith et al. (1979), have 

been to promote better living, continuous education, and intimacy in 

relationships. The more immediate objectives have been primarily to 

increase knowledge about and use of communication skills and principles 

of human behavior. The chief method used to accomplish these goals and 

objectives has been experiential learning within small group contexts. 

Mace (1979) now regards enrichment as a separate field from 

marriage education and marriage counseling. According to him, marriage 

enrichment "can be described as the crown and culmination of all that 

is being attempted in both marriage education and marriage counseling" 

(p. 419). 

In this section six studies of structured skill-training pro

grams used with relatively non-distressed couples will be reviewed. 

Two studies (Collins, 1977; Rappaport, 1976) are based on t:he Relation

ship Enhancement (RE) program (Guerney, 1977). The third study 

(Harrell and Guerney, 1976) is a behavioral-exchange program, while the 

last three studies (Campbell, 1974; Larsen, 1974; Wampler and Sprenkle, 

1980) are based on the Minnesota Couples Communication Program (MCCP) 

(Miller, Nunna 11 y, and Wackman, 1975, 1976a, 1976b). Both RE and the 

MCCP have been used with married and premarital couples. Studies which 
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involved married couples will be described in this section, while those 

which involved premarital couples will be described in the next 

section. 

RE is a structured communication training program developed by 

Bernard Guerney and his associates (Guerney, 1977). It attempts to 

teach couples basic client-centered relationship skills such as 

empathy, direct feeling expression, and the ability to clarify 

another's feelings. RE utilizes a small group format to systematically 

train spouses via modeling, practice, and feedback in the roles of 

speaker, listener, and facilitator. 

A number of studies have investigated the effectiveness of RE 

procedures. For example, Collins (1977) compared couples in a RE group 

to a no-treatment control group. There were 24 couples in the experi

mental group and 21 in the control group. The experimental group met 

for 90 minutes on a weekly basis over a period of six months. There 

were three couples and two leader-therapists in each group. Each 

participant along with his or her spouse was trained in the speaker, 

listener, and facilitator roles. In addition, couples read and per

formed exercises from a programmed instruction course on communication. 

After they had learned the roles and understood the principles 

involved, couples were instructed to practice the roles at home for 

about 30 minutes each week, and they were expected to choose topics of 

a more serious interpersonal nature for their dialogs. 

The study investigated two hypotheses: that the experimental 

group relative to the control group would perceive more improvement in 
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their communication and more improvement in their marital adjustment. 

Four self-report inventories—the Primary Communication Inventory, the 

Marital Communication Inventory, the Locke Marital Adjustment Test, and 

the Conjugal Life Questionnaire—were used to test the hypotheses and 

evaluate the RE procedures. The results indicated that the experi

mental group improved significantly more than the untreated controls on 

one measure of communication—the Marital Communication Inventory—and 

one measure of marital adjustment—the Marital Adjustment Test. 

Rappaport (1976) also evaluated RE. He used the same basic 

content as Collins but restructured the format in various ways to make 

it more intensive. For example, he used two 4-hour and two 8-hour 

marathon group sessions during a period of two months. Rappaport did 

not employ a control group; instead the experimental subjects served as 

their own controls. Twenty couples participated in the study. They 

were tested at a prewaiting, a postwaiting, and a posttreatment period. 

Two months lapsed between the pre- and postwaiting period. 

Nine dependent measures were used, seven self-report instru

ments and two behavioral coding scales to rate speaker and listener 

responses. The results indicated that, while no changes were demon

strated on any of the measures following the waiting period, couples 

did show significant positive change on all of the measures from pre-

to posttest. 

There are at least two serious limitations associated with 

Rappaport's study: a) major threats to internal validity have not been 
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controlled by the research design, and b) the validity of the behav

ioral measures was not established. 

Jacobson (1978a) reviewed the various RE studies and concluded 

that the program had promise, but methodological problems kept his 

optimism guarded. Observational measures lacking validation, over-

reliance on self-report measures, absence of a control group in one 

study and lack of follow-up data in both studies are the major weak

nesses of the two studies presented here. 

Harrell and Guerney (1976) designed the Behavioral-Exchange 

Program which, like Rappaport and Harrell's (1972) model, was based on 

exchange theory and operant learning principles. It was considered to 

be an educational program which could be used for both marriage enrich

ment and counseling purposes. According to the authors, the goal of 

this program was "to teach couples how to negotiate their relationship 

differences in a mutually satisfying manner" (p. 153). Consequently, 

communication skills, problem-solving skills, and behavior-exchange 

skills were incorporated into the nine interrelated steps of the eight-

week program. 

These steps were as follows: a) listening carefully, b) locat

ing a relationship issue, c) identifying one's own contribution to the 

issue, d) identifying alternative solutions, e) evaluating alternative 

solutions, f) making an exchange, g) determining conditions of the 

exchange, h) implementing the behavioral-exchange contract, and i) 

renegotiating the contract. 
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The second step, locating a relationship issue, was the unique 

feature of this program. A relationship issue was defined as 

Behavior(s) occurring in the relationship that both spouses 
would like to see changed, and both partners perceived would 
improve the relationship as a result of this change. The 
rationale for focusing on relationship issues versus a one
sided complaint of one spouse, or a trade off between two 
independent complaints, was to help couples understand and 
pinpoint their reciprocal impact on each other's behavior. 
It was reasoned that in order to be able to identify and 
solve relationship issues, each partner needed to be able to 
identify his or her input. The emphasis on 'our' issue, or 
'we' have a problem was intended to encourage mutual effort 
toward resolution (pp. 154-155). 

This program was conducted in small groups of three couples by 

one counselor. There were eight 2-hour weekly sessions. The training 

methodology included instructions, supervised practice, and positive 

reinforcement. Couples were also provided with a learning package 

which included readings, homework instructions, and evaluation forms. 

Evaluation of this program produced equivocal results. For 

example, the experimental group demonstrated significant improvement on 

only two of the steps: identifying and evaluating alternative solu

tions. No significant improvement was found on measures of marital 

satisfaction, and both positive and negative verbal behavior decreased 

significantly. 

Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman (1975, 1976a, 1976b) developed 

the Minnesota Couples Communication Program (MCCP). The purpose of the 

MCCP is to facilitate personal and relationship growth "by teaching 

frameworks and skills to help people take charge of their relationship. 

The emphasis of the program is on increasing people's repertoire of 

skills to enable them to expand their options and increase their 



30 

choices in shaping their relationship" (Miller et al., 1976b, p. 21). 

In particular, emphasis is placed on self- and couple-awareness skills 

and communication skills. Some of the major dimensions of this pro

gram are that it a) is explicitly educational, b) focuses on the dyadic 

system, c) is skill oriented, d) stresses voluntary participation, and 

e) is conducted within a group context. 

Small groups of five to seven couples and one or two trained 

instructors meet for four 3-hour sessions on a weekly basis. During 
» 

each session a conceptual framework is presented along with a set of 

corresponding skills which are practiced during the session. These 

four frameworks involve self-awareness, accurate information exchange, 

communication styles, and self- and other esteem. Some of the specific 

skills taught include speaking for self, making action statements, 

sending clear, direct messages, and paraphrasing. 

Campbell (1974) and Larsen (1974) evaluated the effectiveness 

of MCCP procedures with non-distressed married couples. Campbell 

(1974) tested the impact of MCCP on couples in the child-rearing years. 

He used a posttest-only design and compared 30 experimental couples 

with 30 control couples on self-report measures of willingness to self-

disclose and communication effectiveness, and on observational ratings 

of 5-minute audiotaped discussions by each couple. 

Data analysis revealed significant differences in self-

disclosure and communication effectiveness in favor of the experimental 

group. An interesting result, however, was a significant negative 

correlation obtained for both groups between a couple's perception of 
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their effectiveness and evaluator-rated effectiveness. Consequently, 

either the validity of the dependent measures or the efficacy of the 

treatment is called into question. 

Larsen (1974) evaluated the impact of MCCP on marital com

munication and self- and mate-perceptions. Sixteen non-distressed 

couples participated in the experiment. No control group was used. 

Two self-report measures, the Marital Communication Inventory and the 

Interpersonal Check List, were administered before and after treatment. 

A structured interview was also conducted with each couple six weeks 

after treatment was completed. 

The results indicated that persons who scored high on the 

Marital Communication Inventory at pretest did not demonstrate sig

nificant change on the posttest. However, persons who scored low on 

the Marital Communication Inventory made significant gains at posttest. 

Although both of these studies are methodologically weak, they do offer 

a tentative indication of the short-term effectiveness of the MCCP. 

More recently, in a study designed to correct some of the 

methodological deficiencies of earlier MCCP studies, Wampler and 

Sprenkle (1980) found evidence to support the short-term effectiveness 

of the MCCP. These researchers randomly assigned 43 couples to an 

experimental (MCCP) group or a contrast (lecture-discussion) group. 

Nine other couples were recruited for a no-treatment control group. 

After posttesting, the MCCP group took part in the lecture-discussion 

condition and the contrast group received the MCCP. Approximately half 

of the couples were married; the others were involved in either serious 
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or casual relationships. Both a behavioral measure of communication 

skill and a self-report measure of relationship quality were used to 

assess the outcome of treatment. 

The results indicated that the couples who participated in the 

experimental group significantly increased their use of open communi

cation and perceived their relationship more positively immediately 

after training. However, only the positive changes in perceived 

quality of relationship persisted at the time of follow-up testing 

conducted six months after training. Few between-group differences 

were found. For example, posttest scores indicated a significant dif

ference between the experimental group and the contrast group and 

between the experimental group and the no-treatment group in the use of 

open communication but not in perceived quality of relationship. 

Follow-up testing revealed no significant between-group differences on 

either of the two measures. Follow-up testing did indicate, however, 

that the contrast group after receiving the MCCP made significant gains 

on the measure of relationship quality but not on the behavioral 

measure of open communication. 

This section began with a brief discussion of the marriage 

enrichment movement. This was followed by a review of six studies 

which have evaluated marital enrichment programs. 

Skill Training with Premarital Couples 

Schumm and Denton (1979) listed four approaches to premarital 

preparation: generalized education preparation, therapeutic counsel

ing, instructional counseling, and enrichment. Of the four approaches, 



enrichment programs have probably received the most systematic evalua

tion (Schumm and Denton, 1979). A number of studies reporting the 

development and evaluation of premarital enrichment programs will be 

reviewed in this section. 

Premarital enrichment is "based on the premise that equipping 

couples to deal with their own concerns is more useful to them in the 

long run than merely conveying information and advice" (Schumm and 

Denton, 1979, p. 25). One way the equipping function of premarital 

enrichment is accomplished is by training couples in various communi

cation and problem-solving skills. The rationale for doing this was 

established in an earlier section of this chapter when the relationship 

between effective communication and marital satisfaction was docu

mented. Reference was also made to Markman's (1979) research which 

indicates that dysfunctional communication does in fact precede rela

tionship dissatisfaction. As Markman concluded: "The fact that com

munication deficits may be apparent before marriage suggests that 

premarital couples might benefit from training in skills taught in 

behavioral marital therapy early in their relationship as a prevention 

strategy, rather than waiting until severe marital conflict develops" 

(p. 747). 

Hinkle and Moore (1971) observed that, "American culture is 

woefully lacking in personal training for effective, growing marriage" 

(p. 153). They designed a seven-session enrichment workshop for small 

groups of married and engaged student couples. The sessions included 

instruction, discussion, encounter, and practice and focused on such 
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topics as constructive feedback, individuality, nonverbal communica

tion, intimacy, and constructive fighting. Central to the workshop was 

training in a two-step feedback model of communication which required 

the receiver to first restate the sender's message and then express his 

or her feelings about the message. Post-workshop evaluation indicated 

that this feedback model was considered to be very beneficial by many 

of the workshop participants. 

Schlein (1971; cited in Ginsberg and Vogelsong, 1977) evaluated 

the Program for Relationship Improvement by Maximizing Empathy and 

Self-Disclosure (PRIMES), which is a variant of Relationship Enhance

ment discussed in the previous section of this chapter. Over a 10-week 

period 15 couples were trained in the speaker, listener, and facili

tator roles. It was hypothesized that the PRIMES group would show 

relatively more improvement than the control group in a) interpersonal 

communication and b) in the quality of their relationship. The first 

hypothesis was tested using two observational measures and two self-

report measures. The second hypothesis was tested using five 

self-report inventories. 

The results indicated the first hypothesis was partially con

firmed, that is, significant improvement was demonstrated on the 

observational measures but not on the self-report measures. The second 

hypothesis was also partially confirmed. Overall, the results showed 

that couples who participated in the PRIMES group learned to express 

their feelings more openly and to listen more empathically. At the 

same time, based on self-report measures, the general quality of their 
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relationship improved, their ability to handle relationship problems 

also improved, as did their self-perceived empathy, warmth, and 

genuineness. 

D'Augelli et al. (1974) used the behavioral data from Schlein's 

study and reanalyzed it according to four key Carkhuff rating scales 

which measure empathy, respect, immediacy, and self-disclosure. The 

results indicated that the PRIMES couples, when compared to the control 

couples, showed significant gains on the empathy and self-disclosure 

scales. At posttest the experimental couples were functioning in terms 

of empathic ability on a level comparable to the typical counselor. 

These results thus support the findings based on the behavioral 

measures of the original study. 

More recently, in a carefully conducted study, Avery et al. 

(1980) assessed both the short- and long-term effectiveness of 

Guerney's (1977) RE procedures. Premarital dating couples from a 

university undergraduate population were recruited for participation in 

the study. Nineteen couples participated in the RE group, while 18 

other couples took part in a lecture-discussion comparison group. Each 

group met for three hours a week over an eight week period. Behavioral 

measures were used to assess self-disclosure and empathy prior to, 

immediately following, and six months after training. 

The results indicated that from both pretest to posttest and 

pretest to follow-up the RE group improved significantly more than the 

comparison group in their ability to communicate with clarity and 

accuracy and to respond with understanding and acceptance. Ten couples 
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from the RE group also participated in a booster session five months 

after the training, but no differences on either dependent measure were 

found between couples who had participated in the booster session and 

those who had not. The researchers concluded that the long-term effec

tiveness of the RE program had been supported. 

Van Zoost (1973) conducted a small uncontrolled study with six 

university student couples. Two groups of three couples participated 

in a five-session communication skills program which utilized videotape 

equipment for presentation of models and feedback to the participants. 

Instruction, discussion, behavior rehearsal, and homework assignments 

were also part of the teaching methodology. The content of the program 

focused on verbal and nonverbal communication and conflict resolution. 

Four self-report questionnaires were used to measure treatment 

effects. Results indicated significant positive gains on two measures: 

a measure of self-disclosure and a measure of knowledge about communi

cation. No significant gains were obtained on the measures of empathy 

or communication quality. Use of videotapes and behavior rehearsal 

were favorably evaluated by the participants. 

Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman (1975, 1976a, 1976b) developed the 

Minnesota Couples Communication Program (MCCP) which has been investi

gated with both married and premarital couples as subjects. The MCCP 

was described in the previous section of this review along with the 

studies by Campbell (1974) and Larsen (1974) which evaluated it. Those 

studies involved non-distressed married couples. The MCCP, however, 

was originally tested with premarital couples (Miller, 1971; Nunnally, 
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1971). Miller et al. (1976a) summarized their program in the following 

way: 

MCCP is a structured education program which attempts to do 
three things: first, increase each partner's awareness of 
self and his contribution to interaction within significant 
relationships; second, increase each partner's skill in effec
tively expressing his own self-information—that is, making 
this self-awareness available to one's partner; and third, 
enhance each partner's sense of choice within the relationship 
for maintaining or changing ways of relating in mutually 
satisfying ways (pp. 37-38). 

A total of 32 couples were involved in the original investiga

tion. Seventeen couples made up the experimental group which was 

further divided into four training groups with a different instructor 

for each group. The training groups met once a week for 4 weeks. 

There were two major hypotheses under investigation. It was 

hypothesized that the MCCP group would show relatively more improvement 

than the control group in a) "accuracy of recall," or interactional 

awareness, and b) "work-pattern communication," i.e., open communica

tion skill. Dependent measures consisted of several questionnaires and 

two 5-minute taped interactions between each couple. 

Both hypotheses were confirmed. The results indicated that 

MCCP couples demonstrated significantly more interactional awareness 

and open communication skill than the control couples. Miller et al. 

(1976a, 1976b) did not report whether couples who participated in the 

experimental program perceived greater satisfaction in their relation

ship immediately following treatment, and no follow-up data of any kind 

were reported. 



38 

Heitland (1977) conducted an intensive 10-hour communication 

workshop with 50 university student couples. When the experimental 

group was compared to the non-treatment control group, significant 

improvement was demonstrated on only one dependent variable, i.e., 

effectiveness of communication as measured by the Pre-Marital Com

munication Inventory. No significant differences on other self-report 

measures of communication, relationship, and problem solving were 

obtained. 

Ridley and his colleagues (cited in Joanning et al., 1980) have 

argued that training in basic communication skills may not be suf

ficient for some couples to achieve positive relationship change. Con

sequently, these researchers designed a 10-step mutual problem solving 

program which provided training in communication and problem-solving 

skills. The various steps consisted of: a) listening carefully and 

expressing feelings, b) exploring the problem area, c) defining the 

problem in relationship terms, d) identifying each person's contribu

tion to the problem, e) stating a relationship goal, f) generating 

alternative solutions, g) evaluating the solutions, h) selecting the 

best solution, i) implementing the solution, and j) evaluating 

progress. Assessments immediately after training as well as six months 

later indicated that couples who participated in this program achieved 

significant gains on all steps, whereas couples in a comparison group 

did not demonstrate such gains. 

Finally, Markman and Floyd (1980) developed the Premarital 

Relationship Enhancement Program (PREP) which they described as "an 



anticipatory guidance program with cognitive restructuring and skill 

acquisition components" (p. 38). This six-session program utilizes 

various intervention strategies, such as homework, lecturettes, video

tape feedback, and interaction with a consultant, to convey the content 

of the program to the couples. The consultant's task is to tailor the 

general features of the program to meet the specific needs of each 

couple. 

The cognitive restructuring component involves such elements as 

learning a language system to facilitate talking about communication, 

changing expectations, and information about premarital couples, 

marital discord, and sexual functioning. Skill acquisition involves 

teaching the couples communication and problem-solving skills. These 

include listener and speaker skills, behavior monitoring skills, 

requesting behavior change and contracting skills, and pleasuring 

skills. 

In an evaluation of this program Markman and Floyd used a pre-

post design which involved both self-report and observational measures. 

No significant differences were found between experimental and control 

couples on any of the measures. However, in their discussion of the 

study, these researchers point out that even though no short-term 

change was demonstrated, the purpose of prevention programs is to 

produce long-term change and such change can only be adequately 

assessed by longitudinal studies. Furthermore, the measures used to 

assess marital therapy programs may not be appropriate for assessing 
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prevention programs. Finally, there was some evidence that the pretest 

may have served as an intervention in itself. 

Markman and Floyd (1980) assert that the technology for chang

ing couples' behaviors and for assessing relationships currently 

exists. Consequently, they conclude that "the possibility for pre

venting marital distress exists, yet it remains for future research to 

answer the question: Can we develop programs which successfully 

innoculate /sic/ premarital couples against future distress?" (p. 46). 

The purpose of this final section was to review literature on 

premarital preparation programs, in particular those programs with a 

skill-training emphasis. A number of such programs were described, and 

despite different theoretical underpinnings, overlap of content and 

training methodology may be noted. For some of these programs, 

although mixed results may have been obtained, empirical evidence was 

adduced to support their efficacy. For others, while statistically 

significant differences were not obtained, positive evaluations by 

participants were cited, and they in turn perhaps attest to the social 

significance of premarital preparation programs. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The literature reviewed in this chapter and Chapter 1 supports 

the following conclusions. First, interpersonal competence skills such 

as communication and problem-solving skills are positively related to 

mental health, and the acquisition and enhancement of these skills ful

fills a preventive mental health function. Second, effective sys

tematic training programs in communication and problem-solving skills 
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have been developed to train a variety of persons—professional 

helpers, clients, students, and other persons without problems. Third, 

skill training with distressed and non-distressed married couples has 

become increasingly popular and has been shown to be an effective form 

of therapy and enrichment. Fourth, a number of skill-training enrich

ment programs for premarital couples have been developed and evaluated 

with positive resultsi These programs can be an important method of 

marital preparation and attest to the possibility of preventing marital 

distress. 

The studies reviewed in this chapter show that structured com

munication and problem-solving training can be an effective form of 

therapy and enrichment for couples. Relationship Enhancement, which 

stresses client-centered listener and speaker skills, appears to be the 

most well documented of the non-behavioral programs. Controlled 

investigations have shown its short- and long-term effectiveness in 

modifying verbal interaction patterns. Behavioral programs, which have 

stressed behavior exchange and conflict negotiation skills as well as 

step-by-step problem-solving procedures, have also been shown to be 

effective in producing behavior change. In addition, one of the 

greatest strengths of the behavioral studies lies in the development 

and use of multidimensional assessment of change during the treatment 

process. Both behavioral and non-behavioral programs have tended to 

use similar training procedures. These include instruction, modeling, 

behavior rehearsal, and feedback. 



Methodological weaknesses present in all of the studies to 

varying degrees necessitate cautious optimism about the programs 

reviewed in this chapter. Generally, outcome research with couples 

has suffered from over-reliance on self-report measures, unvalidated 

assessment procedures, failure to use nonspecific control groups, and 

lack of follow-up evaluation (Jacobson, 1978a). Gurman and Kniskern 

(1977) critically reviewed marital and premarital enrichment literature 

and listed six issues which require attention by researchers in order 

to insure that program implementation does not outstrip empirical evi

dence for program effectiveness. These six issues are: a) the dura

bility and b) generalizability of enrichment-induced change; c) 

expanding the range of participants to include couples who are from a 

variety of cultural, economic, and educational contexts; d) identifying 

the times in the developmental marital-family life cycle at which 

enrichment experiences have the greatest effects; e) the use of 

attention-placebo control groups and multiple measures to assess out

come; and f) determining which treatment components are primarily 

responsible for change in participants' behavior. 

The present study adds to the relatively small number of con

trolled studies on skill training with premarital couples. It responds 

to some of the issues raised above in the following ways: First, at 

least two standardized instruments with established reliability and 

validity were used. Second, the present study sought subjects from a 

population wider than the usual student or university population, and 

it involved couples who had made a commitment to marry rather than 



couples who were simply dating. Third, the training program was 

evaluated by using three sets of observations. These included observa

tions by self, fiance(e), and trained observers. Further specification 

of the methodology of this study is found in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter contains a description of subject selection and 

sampling procedures, the experimental treatment, the instruments, data 

collection procedures, the research design, and data analysis. 

Subject Selection and Sampling Procedures 

Volunteer subjects from a population of premarital couples who 

were seeking counseling and/or making wedding arrangements were 

recruited through various churches located in the metropolitan area of 

Tucson, Arizona. Priests and ministers were asked to make referrals to 

the researcher. Program directors and counselors at various family 

service agencies in the community and at the Student Counseling Service 

at The University of Arizona were also contacted and asked to make 

referrals. Subjects were also solicited by notices posted throughout 

the campuses of The University of Arizona and Pima Community College. 

Advertisements were placed in the campus newspaper of the University 

and a local weekly newspaper, and notices were placed in a local daily 

newspaper and a social service newsletter. An article describing the 

project appeared in the campus newspaper of the University. 

For the purpose of this study, premarital couples were defined 

as couples who were either formally engaged or who had privately 

expressed their commitment to marry without a formal engagement period. 
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All couples who a) were able to take part in both the assessment and 

treatment phases of the experiment, b) had not been previously involved 

in a similar training program, and c) were willing to sign a consent 

form were randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups. 

Demographic data were obtained from the subjects in order to 

describe the research sample more specifically. A copy of the 

Biographical Information Questionnaire is found in Appendix A. 

Experimental Treatment 

In this section the experimental training program and the 

selection and training of group leaders will be described. 

Workshop Format 

The workshop consisted of two 4-hour sessions scheduled during 

one day. A relatively brief training period was adopted for pragmatic 

reasons. Fournier (1980) and Guldner (1971) have pointed out the 

special problems premarital couples pose for researchers and clini

cians. Premarital couples are typically optimistic about their future 

marriage. Their optimism, however, is often based on extreme idealiza

tion, failure to recognize or attend to important relationship issues, 

and naive assumptions about married life (Fournier, 1980). Given these 

characteristics of the target population, the researcher concluded that 

a relatively brief, intensive training period would serve to enhance 

the attractiveness of the program to potential participants and reduce 

participant attrition. 
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The first workshop session provided training in basic 

communication skills. The skills were selected after a survey of com

munication literature (e.g., Gordon, 1970; Gottman et al., 1976; 

Guerney, 1977; Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman, 1975; Strayhorn, 1977) 

revealed they were frequently mentioned as important skills for effec

tive. interpersonal communication. The skills were divided into four 

speaker skills and four listener skills. The speaker skills consisted 

of: a) using I-messages, b) being specific, c) avoiding blaming, 

accusing, and judging, and d) staying on one topic. The listener 

skills were: a) not interrupting, b) summarizing the speaker's 

message, c) checking for understanding, and d) validating the speaker. 

The second session provided training in a systematic problem-

solving procedure (D'Zurilla and Goldfried, 1971). The skills of this 

session consisted of: a) defining the problem, b) listing solutions to 

the problem, c) choosing one solution, and d) making a plan to put the 

selected solution into action. 

The training methodology for the two sessions consisted of 

instruction, modeling, discussion, behavior rehearsal, and feedback 

(see Jacobson, 1977c, for a discussion of these techniques). During 

didactic presentations conducted by the researcher all subjects met 

together. At other times the subjects met in small groups of two to 

four couples. Each small group session was facilitated by a group 

leader trained by the researcher. Both couples and leaders were 

randomly assigned to the small groups. 
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At the end of the workshop, homework was assigned to be com

pleted during the period between the workshop and posttesting. This 

homework consisted of two parts and was facilitated by the use of 

observation forms (see Appendix B) provided by the researcher. First, 

subjects engaged in three problem-solving discussions during which they 

monitored their own and their fiance(e)'s use of the skills taught in 

the workshop. The topics of two of these discussions were assigned by 

the researcher; the third topic was chosen by the couple. They were to 

engage in these problem-solving discussions at times of their own 

choosing. Second, subjects observed themselves individually throughout 

their daily activities and indicated on a self-observation form the 

persons with whom they used the various skills. The subjects were 

asked to return their completed observation forms to the researcher at 

posttesting. 

Selection and Training of 
Group Leaders 

Group leaders were solicited from among the graduate students 

in the Department of Counseling and Guidance at The University of 

Arizona. Three white female graduate students ranging in age from 23 

to 40 were selected. Two were married and one was single. Each had 

completed at least one course in group counseling, and between 38 and 

44 credit hours toward master's degrees in counseling and guidance. 

Two had minimal leadership experience in group counseling; the other 

had experience in non-counseling group leadership. 
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The leaders received approximately three hours of training from 

the researcher prior to the experimental workshop. This training con

sisted of: a) presentation of the background and rationale of the 

study, b) expectations and recommendations regarding group leadership, 

and c) explanations and discussion regarding the structured activities 

for the small group practice sessions. Short supplemental readings 

were also given to the leaders. 

Instruments 

Consistent with the recommendation by Weiss and Margolin (1977) 

for multiple-level assessment, treatment effectiveness was measured by 

three sets of observations. These included observations by self, 

fiance(e), and trained observers. An outline of the measures with 

their associated levels of behavior is provided in Table 1. 

Marital Interaction Coding System (MICS) 

The MICS (Hops et al., 1972) currently consists of 30 verbal 

and nonverbal code categories which identify problem-solving, sup

portive, aversive, and sidetracking behaviors which occur during couple 

interaction. Usually interactions are videotaped and data are recorded 

sequentially. Verbal and nonverbal behaviors of both individuals are 

coded for each 30-second interval. Typically these interactions last 

10 minutes. According to Weiss and Margolin (1977), "the utility of 

the MICS lies in the fact that it enables the researcher to examine 

generalized changes in interaction patterns rather than focusing on the 

one or two behaviors targeted for intervention" (p. 575). 



Table 1. Measures Used to Assess Outcome of Training Workshop 

49 

Level 
Measure of Behavior How Recorded When Recorded 

Dyadic Adjust
ment Scale Interpersonal Self-report 

Pre, Post, 
Follow up 

Premarital Com
munication and 
Problem Solving 
Rating Scale 

Intrapersonal 
and Interper
sonal 

Self-report 
and 
Fiance(e)-
report 

Pre, Post, 
Follow up 

Marital Inter
action Coding 
System Interactional 

"Blind" 
Observer 

Pre, Post, 
Follow up 

Workshop Evalu
ation Form 

Consumer Satis
faction Self-report Post 
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Validation of the MICS is based on a number of studies (see 

Weiss and Margolin, 1977; and Patterson, Weiss, and Hops, 1976, for 

reviews). In general, these studies demonstrated the sensitivity of 

the MICS to a) differences between the coded laboratory interactions of 

distressed and non-distressed couples (Birchler et al., 1975) and b) 

changes following therapeutic intervention (Patterson et al., 1975). 

The MICS has also been shown to correlate with the Checklist of Pleases 

(P's) and Displeases (D's) (Patterson et al., 1975). Significant 

correlations were found between rate of pleasing behavior at home and 

rate of facilitating behavior during problem-solving interactions in 

the laboratory. 

Fifteen verbal codes were used in this study. Similar to 

methods employed by previous researchers (e.g., Jacobson, 1977a; 

Patterson et al., 1975; Vincent, Weiss, and Birchler, 1975; Wieder and 

Weiss, 1980), these selected codes were grouped a priori into three 

summary categories of behavior. The code composition of these cate

gories is presented in Table 2. A listing of the MICS codes used in 

this study along with their abbreviated definitions is found in 

Appendix C. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) 

The DAS is a 32-item self-report index of marital or non-

marital relationship adjustment developed by Spanier (1976). Factor 

'analysis of the DAS revealed four components which can be used as sub-

scales: dyadic satisfaction, dyadic consensus, dyadic cohesion, and 

affectional expression. 
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Table 2. MICS Svunmary Categories 

Individual Behavior 
Summary Category Code Category 

Problem solving Accept responsibility 
Compromise 
Paraphrase 
Positive solution 

Positive response Agree 
Approve 
Assent 
Humor 

Negative response Complain 
Criticize 
Disagree 
Deny responsibility 
Excuse 
Mindread 
Put down 
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Spanier (1976) presents evidence for content, criterion-

related, and construct validity. For example, when married and 

divorced samples were compared, mean scores for the total scale and 

each of the 32 items significantly differentiated the two samples at 

the .001 level. When the DAS was correlated with the Locke-Wallace 

Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke and Wallace, 1959), the correlations 

between the two scales were .86 and .88 for married and divorced 

respondents respectively (p < .001). 

Internal consistency reliability of the DAS was estimated using 

Cronbach's coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Estimates for the sub-

scales ranged from .73 to .94, while the total scale reliability was 

.96. A copy of this instrument is found in Appendix D. 

Premarital Communication and Problem 
Solving Rating Scale (PCPSRS) 

This 24-item self-report instrument was developed by the 

researcher in order to obtain an index of how the subjects perceived 

their own and their fiance(e)'s behavior with regard to various aspects 

of interpersonal communication and problem-solving skills. The PCPSRS 

is based largely on items found in similar self-report instruments such 

as the Primary Communication Inventory (Locke et al., 1956), the Pre

marital Communication Inventory (Bienvenu, 1975), Schlein's Relation

ship Inventory (Guerney, 1977), and the Checklist for Solving Problems 

in Real Life (Jones, 1976). A copy of this instrument is found in 

Appendix E. 
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Workshop Evaluation Form (WEF) 

This 11-item questionnaire was constructed by the researcher 

for the purpose of obtaining feedback from the subjects at the end of 

the workshop. A copy of this instrument is found in Appendix F. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The pretest battery was administered between two and nine days 

prior to the workshop and consisted of a biographical data question

naire, the DAS and the PCPSRS, and a 10-minute problem-solving inter

action. The problem-solving interaction was conducted in the following 

manner. First, subjects were given two problem checklists (see 

Appendix G) adapted from lists found in Fournier (1980) and Knox (1971) 

in order to obtain an inventory of problems in their relationship. 

From these lists the couple selected two problems which one or both 

indicated existed in their relationship. The couple was then asked to 

discuss each problem for 10 minutes and attempt to arrive at a mutually 

acceptable solution. The researcher was not present during these 

interactions which were tape recorded. For each couple, the first 

10-minute interaction served as a warm-up exercise; the second inter

action was coded by two trained coders at a later time according to 

selected MICS codes. 

The posttest battery was administered 5 to 18 days following 

the workshop. Each couple again completed the DAS and the PCPSRS. 

Once again, two problems were selected, discussed, and recorded. The 

second interaction served as the posttest and was coded according to 

the same MICS codes as the pretreatment interaction. 
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After posttesting was completed for the control couples, they 

were given the opportunity to participate in the experimental workshop. 

Six couples took part in the training, and 5 to 10 days later follow-up 

testing was conducted in the same manner as pre- and posttesting. 

Selection and Training of Coders 

Volunteer coders were solicited from among the graduate stu

dents and recent graduates of the Department of Counseling and Guidance 

at The University of Arizona. Four coders were selected and trained 

for approximately 40 hours each in the use of MICS verbal codes. The 

coders were trained in group and individual sessions, and the training 

procedures generally followed the guidelines outlined in the MICS 

manual. That is, after the coders learned the code definitions and 

symbols, they coded role-played problem-solving interactions. This 

practice coding was combined with discussion in an attempt to arrive at 

consensus among the coders. Appeal to the code definitions and 

examples in the training manual was stressed during these discussions. 

Following the coding of role-played interactions, the coders practiced 

with tapes of real problem-solving interactions of couples who had 

either dropped out of the experiment or who were engaged in warm-up 

interactions as mentioned above. 

The coding of the experimental tapes was not begun until each 

coder had reached a minumum of 707o agreement with a criterion tape. 

During the period when the experimental tapes were coded, each coder 

individually participated in a training and recalibration session with 
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the researcher. This session consisted of a review of code defini

tions, discussion of coding problems, and practice coding of a 

criterion tape. 

Intercoder Reliability 

The four coders were paired in all possible ways for a total of 

six pairs. The experimental tapes from each test condition were then 

randomly assigned to the six coder pairs who independently coded the 

interactions without knowledge of testing or treatment conditions. A 

study by Reid (1970) has shown that accuracy of behavioral observation 

coding is enhanced when coders believe their performance is being 

monitored. Therefore, the impression of monitoring by the researcher 

was created by giving the coders feedback about their performance, by 

the presence of the researcher in the area where coding sessions were 

taking place, and by the availability of the researcher for consulta

tion if problems arose. 

Reliability was assessed by computing for pre- and posttest 

interactions intraclass correlation coefficients (Ebel, 1951; Shrout 

and Fleiss, 1979) for each of the three MICS summary categories (see 

Table 2). 

Research Design 

The research design used in this study was the pretest-posttest 

control group design. Campbell and Stanley (1966) describe this as one 

of the "true experimental designs" which is particularly resistant to 

major threats to internal validity. Its control over sources of 
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external invalidity is more problematic, however. In particular, the 

interaction of pretesting with the experimental procedures and the 

reactive effects of the experimental procedures themselves pose 

problems for the external validity of this design (Isaac and Michael, 

1971). 

In the present study a quasi-replication phase was added to the 

true experimental phase. That is, after the completion of posttesting, 

the control subjects were offered the experimental treatment which was 

then followed by further testing. The basic components of this design 

as they apply to the present study are illustrated in Table 3. 

Data Analysis 

In order to test the research hypotheses, analysis of co-

variance was used to test differences between the posttest means of the 

experimental and control groups on each of the dependent measures. 

Additional analyses included correlated tests which were used to 

detect differences between pre- and posttest means within the experi

mental and control groups. 

Because the PCPSRS is a researcher-constructed instrument whose 

psychometric properties have not been previously investigated, internal 

consistency reliability of this instrument was estimated using coef

ficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Additionally, criterion-related 

validity was investigated by correlating scores on the PCPSRS with 

scores on the DAS and the MICS. Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficients were computed for this purpose. Finally, the subjects' 



Table 3. Experimental Design 

Random Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up Follow-up 
Assignment Data Collection Treatment Data Collection Treatment Data Collection 

Experi Biographical Infor Communication and DAS None None 
mental mation Question problem-solving 
group naire training (8 hours) PCPSRS 

DAS 10-minute coded 
problem-solving 

PCPSRS interaction 

10-minute coded 
problem-solving 
interaction 

Control Biographical Infor No treatment DAS Communication DAS 
group mation Question and problem-

naire PCPSRS solving train. PCPSRS 
ing (8 hours) 

DAS 10-minute coded 10-minute 
problem-solving coded prob-

PCPSRS interaction lem-solving 
interaction 

10-minute coded 
problem-solving 
interaction 
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responses to the biographical information and workshop evaluation ques

tionnaires were reported descriptively. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate a train

ing workshop for premarital couples which focused on communication and 

problem-solving skills. This chapter presents the results of the 

statistical analyses of the data obtained during the experiment. The 

results for each of the three research hypotheses are presented. In 

addition, reliability and validity data are presented for the 

researcher-construeted PCPSRS. The chapter begins with a description 

of the couples who participated in the experiment, and it ends with a 

summary of their evaluations of the workshop. 

Description of the Couples 

Twenty couples participated in the experiment. They ranged in 

age from 18 to 34. Their educational backgrounds ranged from high 

school graduate to 13 years of college. Most of the participants were 

white; only six were from minority groups. Eleven participants were 

Catholic and 19 were Protestant. The remaining 10 participants indi

cated their religious preference as "other." 

The median length of time the couples had known each other was 

two years, while the median length of engagement was six months. Three 

couples were not engaged but their relationships were sufficiently 

serious to justify their inclusion in the study. Most of the 
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participants had never been married before; however, eight had been 

previously married. Almost half of the couples had lived together; the 

median length of time they had done so was 11 months. 

The majority of the participants were either full or part-time 

university or community college students. Eight were employed full 

time and two were unemployed. Twelve participants indicated that they 

had some previous training in communication or problem solving. This 

training took place in psychology, speech communication, and teacher 

education classes as well as in workshops which dealt with these 

skills. None of the previous training was exactly like the experi

mental training, and no couple had participated together in a previous 

training experience. 

Table 4 presents selected demographic characteristics of the 

experimental and control group couples. The fact that seven of the 

couples in the control group had lived together while only two in the 

experimental group had done so is perhaps the most notable difference 

between the groups. 

Attrition 

Two couples dropped out after pretesting, one from each group. 

The stated reason for doing so in each case was schedule conflicts. 

Four couples from the wait-list control group dropped out after post-

testing, three because of schedule conflicts and one because of family 

problems. Overall, 20 couples participated in the true experimental 

phase of the project, and six couples participated in the quasi-

replication phase. 
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Table 4. Selected Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Experimental Control 
Characteristic n = 20 n = 20 

Median age 23.5 22 

Median years postsecondary 
education 4.0a 3. 

Percent Anglo American 95 75 

Percent Black American 0 10 

Percent Mexican American 5 15 

Percent Catholic 15 40 

Percent Protestant 60 35 

Percent other religion 25 25 

Median years known each other 2 2 

Median months engaged 6C 7d 

Percent students 75 75 

Percent employed full time 15 25 

Percent married previously 30 10 

Percent living together 20 70 

Percent with previous training 45 15 

arange = 1.5-6. 

^range = .5-13. Two subjects in this group had not attended 
college. 

crange =» 1-24. Two couples in this group were not engaged, 

^range = 1-41. One couple in this group was not engaged. 
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Hypothesis 1 

The first research hypothesis stated: Premarital couples who 

participate in a communication and problem-solving workshop will demon

strate significantly more verbal facilitative communication and 

problem-solving behaviors as measured by the Marital Interaction Coding 

System (MICS) than couples in a wait-list control group. In testing 

this hypothesis, analysis of covariance indicated that there were no 

significant differences between the adjusted posttest means of the 

experimental and control groups for problem solving, positive response, 

or negative response. An increase in problem-solving and positive 

responses would have been expected for the experimental group, as well 

as a decrease in negative responses. Consequently, this hypothesis was 

rejected. Tables 5, 6, and 7 present the analysis of covariance 

results for this hypothesis. 

Coder Reliability 

Intraclass correlation coefficients were computed to estimate 

the reliability of the four coders on each of the three MICS summary 

categories. Coefficients were computed for pre- and posttest scores. 

The pretest coefficients were: .64 for problem solving, .88 for 

positive response, and .86 for negative response. The posttest coef

ficients were: .80 for problem solving, .90 for positive response, and 

.92 for negative response. 
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Table 5. Analysis of Covariance: Average MICS Problem-Solving Scores 
with Pretest as Covariate 

Source SS df MS F £ 

Covariate 28 .018 1 28. 018 .721 .407 

Between 44 .268 1 44. 268 1.140 .301 

Error 660 .165 17 38. 833 

Total 732 .450 19 38. 550 

Note. Total n = 20. 

Table 6. Analysis of Covariance: Average MICS Positive Response 
Scores with Pretest as Covariate 

Source SS df MS F £ 

Covariate 360. 151 1 360. 151 4.213 .056 

Between 46. 230 1 46. 230 .541 .472 

Error 1453. 256 17 85. 486 

Total 1859. 637 19 97. 876 

Note. Total n = 20. 
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Table 7. Analysis of Covariance: Average MICS Negative Response 
Scores with Pretest as Covariate 

Source SS df MS F £ 

Covariate 690.678 1 690.678 21.879 .001 

Between 40.392 1 40.392 1.280 .274 

Error 536.667 17 31.569 

Total 1267.737 19 66.723 

Note. Total ii = 20. 

Hypothesis 2 

The second research hypothesis stated: Premarital couples who 

participate in a communication and problem-solving workshop will per

ceive a significantly greater positive change in their own and their 

fiance(e)'s communication and problem-solving behavior as measured by 

the Premarital Communication and Problem Solving Rating Scale (PCPSRS) 

than couples in a wait-list control group. In testing this hypothesis 

analysis of covariance indicated that there were no significant differ

ences between the adjusted posttest means of the experimental and con

trol groups for either self or fiance(e) communication and problem-

solving behaviors. The hypothesis was therefore rejected. Tables 8 

and 9 summarize the results. 



Table 8. Analysis of Covariance: 
Pretest as Covariate 

Scores on the PCPSRS-Self with 

Source S£ df MS F £ 

Covariate 1.834 1 1.834 22.452 .001 

Between .014 1 .014 .172 .681 

Error 3.022 37 .082 

Total 4.870 39 .125 

Note. Total n = 40. 

Table 9. Analysis of Covariance: Scores on the PCPSRS-Fiance(e) 
with Pretest as Covariate 

Source SS df MS F £ 

Covariate 2.049 1 2.049 26.883 .001 

Between .000 1 .000 .004 .947 

Error 2.821 37 .076 

Total 4.870 39 .125 

Note. Total n = 40. 
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Hypothesis 3 

The third research hypothesis stated: Premarital couples who 

participate in a communication and problem-solving workshop will demon

strate a significantly greater positive change in relationship adjust

ment as measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) than couples in a 

wait-list control group. This hypothesis was also tested using 

analysis of covariance. The results indicated that there were no 

significant differences between the adjusted posttest means of the two 

groups. This finding necessitated the rejection of the third 

hypothesis. Refer to Table 10 for a summary of the results. 

Table 10. Analysis of Covariance: 
Covariate 

Scores on the DAS with Pretest as 

. Source SS df MS F £. 

Covariate 14.381 1 14.381 101.128 .001 

Between .222 1 .222 1.562 .219 

Error 5.262 37 .142 

Total 19.864 39 .509 

Note. Total n = 40. 
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Additional Analyses 

Within Group Comparisons 

To determine if significant differences existed between pre-

and posttest scores on each of the dependent measures within the 

experimental and control groups and between posttest and follow-up 

scores within the control group, correlated J: tests were performed. 

Only two significant differences were found. There was a significant 

difference between the posttest and follow-up MICS problem-solving 

means for the control group. The posttest mean was 9.75 and the 

follow-up mean was 20.42. The _t value was 2.84, which has a prob

ability level of .036. This shows that following treatment control 

couples increased their use of problem-solving behaviors as measured by 

the MICS. Refer to Table 11 for a complete summary of the results. 

There was also a significant difference between the pre- and 

posttest means of the MICS positive response scores for the control 

group. The pretest mean was 25.35 and the posttest mean was 14.90. 

The t_ value in this case was -2.47 which has a probability level of 

.035. This shows that the control couples at the time of posttesting 

significantly decreased their use of positive responses. Refer to 

Table 12 for a complete summary of the results. 

Reliability and Validity of the PCPSRS 

The PCPSRS was constructed by the researcher specifically for 

use in the present study. An investigation of the psychometric 

properties of this instrument was therefore carried out. Internal 



Table 11. Summary of Correlated J: Test: Post and Follow-up MICS Problem-Solving Scores 
for the Control Group 

Difference 
Standard Difference Standard Degrees of 

Variable 11 Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Freedom t-Value j> 

Post 9.7500 5.939 
6 +10.6667 9.201 5 2.84 .036 

Follow-up 20.4167 13.782 

Table 12. Summary of Correlated J: Test: Pre and Post MICS Positive Response Scores for 
the Control Group 

Difference 
Standard Difference Standard Degrees of 

Variable n Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Freedom fr-Value 

Pre 25.3500 13.597 
10 -10.4500 13.359 9 -2.47 .035 

Post 14.9000 9.033 
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consistency reliability was estimated using coefficient alpha 

(Cronbach, 1951). The coefficients obtained for the PCPSRS-Self form 

for pre- and posttest were .83 and .90, respectively. The coefficients 

of the fiance(e) form for pre- and posttest were .79 and .92. These 

coefficients indicate that the PCPSRS has reasonably high internal 

consistency reliability. 

To determine the criterion-related validity of the PCPSRS, 

scores on this instrument were correlated with scores on the DAS and 

MICS summary categories. There were significant positive correlations 

between both forms of the PCPSRS and the DAS. The only other signifi

cant correlation was a positive one between the pretest of the PCPSRS-

Self form and the pretest of the problem-solving category of the MICS. 

A summary of all the correlations is found in Tables 13 and 14. 

Workshop Evaluation 

The Workshop Evaluation Form (WEF) was used to elicit the 

participants' assessments and reactions to the training sessions. In 

addition to open-ended questions, four Likert-type scales were used to 

obtain the ratings of the participants on a variety of questions. Each 

of these items was scaled in the same direction, that is, from negative 

to positive. The mean ratings given below are based on the responses 

of the 10 couples who participated in the experimental workshop and the 

6 couples from the control group who received training after posttest-

ing. 

The experimental group gave the workshop an overall rating of 

4.1 on a scale ranging from "poor" (1) to "excellent" (5). The control 
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Table 13. Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients for Pretest Scores 
on the PCPSRS, the DAS, and the MICS Summary Categories 

Variable DAS 

MICS 
Problem-
Solving 

MICS 
Positive 
Response 

MICS 
Negative 
Response 

PCPSRS-
Self .5378** .2952* .2491 -.1507* 

PCPSRS-
Fiance(e) .5464** .0388 .1524 -.1173 

*£= .032 

**£ = .001 

Table 14. Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients for Posttest Scores 
on the PCPSRS, the DAS, and the MICS Summary Categories 

Variable DAS 

MICS 
Problem-
Solving 

MICS 
Positive 
Response 

MICS 
Negative 
Response 

PCPSRS-
Self .4995* .0483 -.0193 .0767 

PCPSRS-
Fiance(e) .4789* .0323 .0138 .0869 

t *£ = .001 
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group couples who received training also gave a rating of 4.1 on this 

scale. These ratings suggest that both groups assessed the workshop 

very positively. 

When asked to rate how much they learned during the workshop, 

the experimental group placed their learning at 3.6 on a scale ranging 

from "very little" (1) to "a great deal" (5). The control group 

couples placed their learning at 3.5. Thus both groups judged that 

they had learned more than a moderate amount. 

The experimental couples rated the helpfulness of the small 

group leaders at 4.3, while the control group couples gave the small 

group leaders a rating of 4.4 on a scale ranging from "not helpful" (1) 

to "very helpful" (5). This would suggest that the leaders were suc

cessful in creating a positive learning environment for the couples. 

Finally, when asked how valuable they thought the workshop 

experience would be for their future marital relationship, the experi

mental couples rated the workshop at 4.0 and the control couples rated 

it at 3.9 on a scale ranging from "of little value" (1) to "very 

valuable" (5). These ratings suggest that the couples in both groups 

considered the workshop a valuable experience for their future rela

tionship. In general the consistently high ratings indicate that the 

16 couples who participated in the experimental training considered it 

to be a positive educational experience. 

Responses to the open-ended questions on the WEF were under

standably varied. Recurring comments regarding what was learned or 

valuable fall into the following general categories: a) increased 
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awareness of one's own communication behavior (mentioned 10 times), 

b) practicing the skills in the small groups (mentioned 10 times), c) 

observation of and feedback from other couples (mentioned 7 times), and 

d) the 4-step problem-solving procedure (mentioned 10 times). The most 

frequently cited recommendation for improvement was to increase the 

amount of time for the workshop. 

I 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents a summary of the entire study. The 

limitations of the study and conclusions based on the research findings 

are offered for examination. In the final section recommendations for 

further research in the area of premarital education are discussed. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate a train

ing program for premarital couples which emphasized communication and 

problem-solving skills. The need for a preventive approach to marital 

distress has been recognized for many years. While there is a growing 

body of literature on premarital programs, careful evaluation has not 

been routinely conducted to determine the effectiveness of most of the 

programs. 

Literature was reviewed which indicated that structured com

munication and problem-solving training for couples is feasible and 

effective. The present study adds to the relatively small number of 

controlled studies on skill training with premarital couples, and it 

responds to three of the methodological issues raised in the litera

ture. First, two standardized instruments with established reliability 

and validity were used. Second, the present study sought subjects from 

a population wider than the usual student or university population, and 
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it involved couples who had made a commitment to marry rather than 

couples who were simply dating. Third, the training program was 

evaluated by using three sets of observations. These included observa

tions by self, fiance(e), and trained observers. 

The present program combined training in specific communication 

skills with training in a systematic problem-solving procedure. With 

the exception of a study by Ridley and his colleagues (cited in 

Joanning et al., 1980), previous published studies have not combined 

training in both communication and problem solving in this manner. 

Subjects were recruited by advertisements seeking couples 

planning to marry. The participants were predominantly white; most had 

some college education; about half were living together. It seems 

likely that they were representative of couples who would participate 

in enrichment programs rather than representing a more general popula

tion. 

The research design was a pretest-posttest control group 

design. Couples were randomly assigned to treatment and control 

groups; there were 10 couples in each group. The experimental treat

ment was a one-day workshop which trained couples in eight specific 

listener and speaker skills and a four-step problem-solving procedure. 

The training methodology included lecture, discussion, modeling, 

behavior rehearsal, and feedback. 

A variety of instruments were used to assess the effects of 

training. Self-report and observational data were collected before and 

after training. Data analysis included analysis of covariance and 



75 

correlated Jt tests. The results indicated that couples who partici

pated in the training did not significantly differ at posttest from the 

control couples on any of the measures. Further, the experimental 

couples did not show significant gains from pre- to posttest on any of 

the measures. However, six control couples who participated in the 

training after posttesting did show a significant increase in their use 

of problem-solving statements at the time of follow-up testing. The 

results of a feedback questionnaire indicated that all participants 

reacted favorably to their experience. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following were recognized limitations of this study: 

1. The participants were volunteers and might have had charac

teristics which differ markedly from a non-volunteer group. 

2. No pilot study was conducted prior to the implementation of the 

experimental procedures. 

3. One of the instruments, the PCPSRS, was developed for use in 

this study. Because it was not tested prior to the experiment, its 

validity and reliability were unknown. 

4. The reactive effect of pretesting cannot be ruled out. In 

particular, the use of the PCPSRS and the taped problem-solving dis

cussions may have interacted with the experimental treatment. 

5. A different group leader for each small group'of couples may 

have confounded the treatment variable making it impossible to ascribe 

the results to the treatment alone. 
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6. Only immediate effects of treatment were assessed. Conse

quently, no generalizations regarding long-term effects may be made. 

7. The behavioral measure was restricted to verbal communication 

and therefore did not include assessment of nonverbal communication. 

8. The brevity of the experimental period may have precluded 

detection of changes on self-report measures of relationship adjustment 

and communication and problem-solving behaviors. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

The data obtained in this study failed to provide statistically 

significant results to support the research hypotheses. No sound data 

were obtained which support the effectiveness of the experimental 

training. These results may be due to a number of factors. First, 

the brevity of the training program may have precluded adequate learn

ing of the skills. While the present program has pragmatic appeal, 

programs extending over a period of weeks or months provide more oppor

tunity for learning and retention of new skills and the simultaneous 

breaking of old behavior patterns. The programs reported to be effec

tive in the literature were ones of longer duration. 

Second, and perhaps more important, the instruments used to 

measure effectiveness must be scrutinized for their possible contribu

tion to nonsignificant results. The DAS, for example, was used to mea

sure change in relationship satisfaction. The couples who participated 

in the present study were most likely functioning at a relatively high 

level of relationship satisfaction to begin with. They did not have 

serious problems, at least none were manifest during the experimental 
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period. Therefore a change on this measure perhaps cannot be expected 

because of a possible ceiling effect. 

Third, the PGPSRS was constructed specifically for this study. 

Although it provided for self- and fiance(e) assessment of communica

tion and problem-solving behaviors, its psychometric properties were 

unknown. Its internal consistency reliability appears to be quite high, 

and not surprisingly it correlates significantly with a measure of 

relationship satisfaction. However, it is possible that a social 

desirability response set may have interfered with obtaining an 

adequate assessment of the behaviors in question. 

Fourth, if significant changes in couple interaction were to 

occur following treatment, one would expect that they would be detected 

by an objective measure such as the MICS. This instrument, however, 

failed to show any statistically significant difference between groups 

or within the treatment group even though there was reasonably high 

coder reliability. While this coding system has demonstrated utility 

in assessing change in distressed couples' interactions following 

treatment, it may have less utility with non-distressed couples such as 

those in the present study (cf. Markman and Floyd, 1980). 

Finally, the reactive effect of pretesting cannot be ruled out. 

The. self-report measures and the taped problem-solving discussions in 

particular may have been a significant intervention in the lives of the 

couples and therefore the control couples may not be representative of 

couples who have had no intervention at all (cf. Rubin and Mitchell, 

1976). 



Recommendations 

Future research in the area of premarital education may benefit 

from a consideration of the following recommendations. 

1. During the recruitment phase it became clear that a number of 

ministers were strongly interested in the present study because of 

their own work with premarital couples. A larger sample may have been 

accessible to the researcher had more time been taken to enlist the 

cooperation of these ministers. A future researcher might consider 

offering a program through a church, thereby obtaining access to sub

jects .as well as to a facility in which to conduct the program. 

2. A pilot study of the present program most likely would have led 

to a reduction in time spent in large group presentations and to an 

increase in time spent in the small group practice sessions. Future 

research may discover that a more potent training experience would 

result from increased time in the small groups. A longer training 

experience overall is probably warranted. 

3. In the present study each small group practice session was 

facilitated by one person. Future studies should consider the use of 

male and female co-leaders. This would allow participants to receive 

feedback from an additional perspective, and modeling of couple 

interaction could be more easily provided. 

4. To facilitate transfer of learned behaviors, homework was 

assigned to the workshop participants. A number of couples responded 

somewhat unenthusiastically to this component of the experimental 

package. That is, they did the assignments the day/night before 



posttesting, only partially completed the forms, or failed to return 

the forms. In part this response may have been due to lack of under

standing of what the researcher was requesting, although there was ade

quate opportunity to clarify any misunderstanding during the final 

phase of the workshop. On the other hand, the response may have been 

due to the fact that the assigned homework tasks interfered with the 

couples' busy schedules. Future studies should redesign this com

ponent of the training package. 

5. The present study focused on verbal behaviors only. Given the 

importance of the nonverbal aspects of communication, future research 

should include an emphasis on nonverbal behaviors as well. 

6. Audiotapes of couple interactions were used in the present 

study; however, the MICS was originally designed for use with video

taped interactions. Even though reliable measures of audiotaped couple 

interactions can be obtained with the MICS (Wieder and Weiss, 1980), 

future researchers should consider the use of videotaped samples which 

would permit the assessment of nonverbal behaviors. 

7. There is need for further refinement of the PCPSRS. A 

desirable feature of this instrument is that its various forms allow 

for self-assessment as well as for assessment of one's fiance(e) 

regarding communication and problem-solving behaviors. Future research 

should continue to utilize multiple-level assessment (i.e., intra-

personal, interpersonal, and trained observers) whether with this or 

other instruments. 
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8. Skill training programs would probably be more effective if 

they were designed to respond to the different skill levels of 

trainees. This would require skill assessment followed by training 

tailored to meet the needs of individuals at particular levels. Future 

researchers might therefore choose to spend more time and energy on 

skill assessment procedures with couples prior to implementing a train

ing program. 

9. Almost half of the couples who participated in this project 

were living together. Future studies might choose to investigate this 

variable separately in order to assess its relationship to couples' 

reported satisfaction and their performance during problem-solving dis

cussions. 

10. Although the pretest-posttest control group design was adequate 

and justifiable for the present study, a more rigorous design including 

a nonspecific control group (Jacobson, 1978a, 1978b) would allow for 

more confident statements to be made about the effectiveness of the 

experimental procedures. 

11. The pretest battery may have been reactive. If this is in fact 

the case, a design such as the Solomon four-group or a factorial design 

would allow for the effects of pretesting to be methodologically con

trolled. 

12. Schumm and Denton (1979) pointed out that there has been inade

quate assessment of the needs of premarital couples, as perceived by 

the couples themselves. Future researchers might employ a needs 

assessment and design a treatment program based on subjects' felt needs. 
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13. Future research in the area of premarital education must con

sider that skills alone are not enough. Effective, constructive, 

satisfying relationships are as dependent on such attitudes as respect, 

acceptance, and commitment, as they are on discrete skills. Skill 

training should be only one part of a more comprehensive marriage 

preparation program. Future researchers might choose to investigate 

the content aspect of couple interaction as well as the process, by 

including an examination of formative factors such as family-of-origin 

atmosphere, role expectations, and values. 

14. Finally, there is the question of readiness. Guldner (1971) 

maintained that premarital couples typically are not ready to profit 

from a counseling experience prior to their wedding. He found that 

couples were most disposed to external help six months after their 

wedding. Other research supporting Guldner's findings is sparse 

(Schumm and Denton, 1979). Therefore future studies should investigate 

the relative effectiveness of post-wedding versus premarital counseling 

programs. 

Concluding Statement 

The present study grew out of the researcher's strong belief in 

the importance to our society of constructive marital and family rela

tionships, and it responds to a current (and perhaps ever-present) need 

to provide services which will help couples achieve more satisfying and 

stable relationships. Although statistically significant results were 

not obtained from the data, the participants unanimously evaluated 

their training experience in a positive way. Certainly this fact lends 



credence to the social significance of the experimental program. As 

one participant, commenting on what she had learned during the work

shop, wrote: "Communication is a skill which is not necessarily easy 

to learn or perform—but the results can make the struggle worth it." 

The task of researchers and counselors is to continue to discover ways 

to ease the struggle while at the same time accepting the fact that it 

will never be eliminated. 



APPENDIX A 

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please note: All of the requested information is for research purposes 
only. All responses are strictly voluntary and will be held in con
fidence. 

Please fill in or check the correct answer. 

Age 

Sex: M( ) F( ) 

Education: Check the highest level attained. 

( ) less than high school (last grade completed ) 
( ) high school graduate 
( ) business/technical/trade school (number of years ) 
( ) college (number of years ) 

Degree(s) obtained: associate bachelor's 

mas ter's doctorate 

Ethnic Group: 

( ) Anglo-American 
( ) Asian-American 
( ) Black-American 
( ) Mexican-American 
( ) Native-American 
( ) Other: 

Religious Preference: 

( ) Catholic 
( ) Jewish 
( ) Protestant 
( ) Other: 

How long have you known your fiance(e)? years months 

How long have you .been engaged? years months 

Present occupation 
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Approximate annual income (gross) 

Have you been married before? Yes No 

What is your proposed wedding date? 

Have you ever participated in a training workshop or class which 
focused explicitly on communication or problem-solving skills? 
Yes No 

If Yes, please briefly describe your experience(s). 



APPENDIX B 

HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS 
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Name Date Time 

Problem: A rich uncle gives you $1,000. Plan a vacation. Decide such 
questions as when and where you will go, how you will get 
there, and what you will do when you get there. 

SKILLS USED? COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Yes No Self Partner 

Uses I messages 
1 

1 

Is specific 
1 

1 

Avoids blaming, accus
ing, and judging 

1 

1 

Stays on one topic 

1 

1 

Does not interrupt 

1 

1 

Summari zes speaker1s 
message 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Checks for understand
ing 

1 

1 

Validates the speaker 
1 

1 

Defines the problem 
1 

i 

Lists solutions 
1 

1 

Selects one solution 
1 

1 

Plans to put selected 
solution into action 

1 

1 

1 
i 
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Name Date Time 

Problem: Discuss and attempt to reach agreement on three important 
expectations each of you has regarding your roles as husband 
and wife. 

SKILLS USED? COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Yes No Self Partner 

Uses I messages 
1 

1 

Is specific 
1 

1 

Avoids blaming, accus
ing, and judging 

1 

1 

1 

Stays on one topic 
1 

1 

Does not interrupt 
1 

1 

Summarizes speaker1s 
message 

1 

1 
» 

Checks for under
standing 

1 

1 

1 

Validates the speaker 
1 

Defines the problem 
1 

1 

Lists solutions 
1 

1 

Selects one solution 
1 

1 

Plans to put selected 
solution into action 

1 

1 

1 
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Name Date Time 

Problem: Discuss a problem you are currently having in your relation
ship. Describe the problem in a few words 

SKILLS USED? COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Yes No Self Partner 

Uses I messages 
1 

1 

Is specific 
1 

1 

Avoids blaming, accus
ing, and judging 

1 

1 

1 

Stays on one topic 
1 

1 

Does not interrupt 
1 

1 

Summarizes speaker's 
message 

1 

1 

i 

Checks for under
standing 

1 

1 

Validates the speaker 
1 

1 

Defines the problem 
1 

1 

Lists solutions 
1 

1 

Selects one solution 
1 

1 

Plans to put selected 
solution, into action 

1 

1 
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S elf-Obs ervation 

Name Date to 

SKILLS OTHER PERSON(S) 

Using I messages 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Being specific 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Avoiding blame, accus
ing, and judging 

fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Staying on one topic 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Not interrupting 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Summarizing the 
speaker's message 

fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Checking for under
standing 

fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Validating the speaker 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

Defining the problem 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 
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SKILLS OTHER PERSON(S) 

Listing solutions 
fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 

fiance(e) family member 
Selecting one solution close friend acquaintance 

stranger 

Planning to put 
solution into action 

fiance(e) 
close friend 
stranger 

family member 
acquaintance 



APPENDIX C 

MARITAL INTERACTION CODING SYSTEM 
ABBREVIATED DEFINITIONS 

AG Agree. Statement of agreement with spouse's opinion. 

AP Approve. Respondent favors spouse's attributes, actions, or state
ments . 

AR Accept responsibility. A statement which conveys " 'I' or 'We' are 
responsible for this problem." 

AS Assent. Listener says "Yeah," nods head, etc. to indicate "I'm 
listening" or to facilitate conversation. 

CP Complain. Whining or bitter expression of one's own suffering . 
without explicitly blaming the spouse (i.e., dissatisfaction 
with world at large, job, health, other people, etc.). 

CR Criticize. Hostile statement of unambiguous dislike or disapproval 
of a specific behavior in spouse. 

CS Compromise. A negotiation of mutually exchanged behaviors, such as 
"I'll do this if you'll do that." 

DG Disagree. Statement of disagreement with spouse's opinion. 

DR Deny responsibility. A statement which conveys I (we) are not 
responsible for this problem. 

EX Excuse. Personal denial of responsibility based on an implausible 
or weak rationale (often characterized by embarrassment, 
nervous laughter, etc.). 

HM Humor. Light-hearted humor; not sarcasm. 

MR Mindreading. Statement which infers or assumes an attitude or 
feeling on the part of the other. 

PR Paraphrase/Reflection. A statement which mirrors or restates an 
immediately preceding statement of the other. 
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PS Positive solution. A solution proposing the initiation of, or an 
increase in the frequency of, some behavior. 

PU Put down. A comment intended to demean or embarrass the spouse. 



APPENDIX D 

DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE* 

G. B. Spanier. Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for 
assessing the quality of marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Mar
riage and the Family, 1976, 38, 15-28. Reproduced by permission. 
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Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the approxi
mate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for each item on the follow
ing list. 

Almost Occasion- Fre- Almost 
Always Always ally quently Always Always 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1. Handling family finances 

2. Matters of recreation 

3. Religious matters 

4. Demonstrations of affection ________ 

5. Friends 

6. Sex relations 

7. Conventionality (correct or 
proper behavior) 

8. Philosophy of life 

9. Ways of dealing with parents 
or in-laws 

10. Aims, goals, and things 
believed important 

11. Amount of time spent together 

12. Making major decisions • 

13. Household tasks 

14. Leisure time interests and 
activities 

15. Career decisions 



16. How often do you discuss or have 
you considered divorce, separa
tion, or terminating your rela
tionship? 

17. How often do you or your mate leave 
the house after a fight? 

18. In general, how often do you think 
that things between you and your 
partner are going well? 

19. Do you confide in your mate? 

20. Do you ever regret that you 
married? (or lived together) 

21. How often do you and your partner 
quarrel? 

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

All the 
time 

23. Do you kiss your mate? 

24. Do you and your mate engage in 
outside interests together? 

Most of More often Occasion-
the time than not ally Rarely Never 

Almost Occasion-
Every day Every Day ally Rarely Never 

All of Most of Some of Very few None of 
them them them of them them 

VO 
ui 



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

Less than Once or Orice or 
once a twice a twice a Once a More 

Never month month week day often 

25. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas 

26. Laugh together 

27. Calmly discuss something 

28. Work together on a project 

These are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. Indicate if 
either item below caused differences of opinions or were problems in your relationship during the 
past few weeks (Check yes or no) 

Yes No 

29. ______ _____ Being too tired for sex. 

30. _______ Not showing love. 

31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your relationship. 
The middle point, "happy," represents the degree of happiness of most relationships. Please 
circle the dot which best describes the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your 
relationship. 

« f f t ' » * 
Extremely Fairly A Little Happy Very Extremely Perfect 
Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy Happy Happy 

32. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your rela
tionship? 

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

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



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

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

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

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



APPENDIX E 

PREMARITAL COMMUNICATION AND PROBLEM 
SOLVING RATING SCALE* 

Instructions 

The following questions are concerned with the ways in which 

you and your fiance(e) communicate with each other and solve problems. 

Please take time to fill out this questionnaire as carefully 

and as thoughtfully as you can. We are interested in your relationship 

as it is, not the way you think it should be. 

The answer columns on the right-hand side of each page contain 

five possible answers. Read each question and then place an X in the 

box which best describes your own behavior. 

Please do not compare or discuss your answers with each other. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

*Only Form S is included. The content of Forms F and M is the 
same as that of Form S. However, minor changes in wording have been 
made so that Forms F and M read appropriately for male and female 
respondents, respectively. 
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How often do you ... 

1. Listen carefully to your 
fiance(e)? 

2. Say what you really believe, 
rather than what you think 
your fiance(e) wants to hear? 

3. Settle an argument with your 
fiance(e) by give and take? 

4. Find it difficult to talk with 
your fiance(e) about personal 
problems? 

How often do you ... 

5. Compliment your fianceCe)? 

6. Not understand your fianceCe)'s 
side of an argument? 

7. Express your feelings (e.g., 
joy, sadness, anger, etc.) to 
your fianceCe)? 

8. Prefer to discuss your feelings 
and opinions with someone 
other than your fianceCe)? 

How often do you ... 

9. Feel hurt or angry at the end 
of an argument or discussion 
with your fianceCe)? 

10. Misinterpret your fianceCe)'s 
feelings and attitudes? 

11. Tell your fianceCe) what you 
want or expect from him/her? 

12. Make sure you have understood 
what your fianceCe) is trying 
to say when you have a dis
agreement? 



13. Feel dissatisfied with how 
you settle your disagree
ments? 

How often do you ... 

14. Find yourself preoccupied with 
other matters when you and 
your fiance(e) are having a 
discussion? 

15. Criticize your fiance(e)? 

16. Wait until your fiance(e) is 
through talking before say
ing what you have to say? 

17. Understand the meaning of 
your fiance(e)'s facial 
expressions and gestures? 

18. Fail to express disagreement 
because you're afraid your 
fiance(e) will get angry? 

When solving a problem, how often 
d o  y o u  . . .  

19. Consider different possible 
solutions to it? 

20. Decide on a plan for solving 
it and then figure out 
exactly what needs to be done 
to carry out the plan? 

21. Neglect to consider the pos
sible results—good and bad— 
of the solutions to the 
problem? 

When solving a problem, how often 
d o  y o u  . . .  

22. Know how to find information 
which will help you solve the 
problem? 



23. Not know how to define it, 
that is, not know exactly 
what the problem is? 

24. Choose a second way to solve 
it in case something goes 
wrong with your first solu
tion? 



APPENDIX F 

WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM 

What do you think about the workshop which you have just completed? 
(Circle the number which best represents your answer.) 

The workshop was: 

1 2 3; 4 5 
Poor Good Excellent 

If you have circled #1 or #2, please make comments below. 

How much do you think you learned during this workshop? (Circle 
the number which best represents your answer.) 

I learned: 

1 2 3 4 5 
Very Little A Moderate A Great 

Amount Deal 

What in particular did you learn? 

What about this workshop was most valuable to you? 

What was least valuable? 

To what extent was your small group leader helpful? (Circle the 
number which best represents your answer.) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not Help- Somewhat Very Help

ful Helpful ful 
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7. What in particular did your leader do that was helpful? 

8. How valuable do you think this workshop experience will be for 
your future marriage relationship? (Circle the number which best 
represents your answer.) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Of Little Somewhat Very Valu-

Value Valuable able 

9. In your opinion, how could this workshop be improved? 

10. Other comments: 

11. Who filled out this form? Male Female 

/ 



APPENDIX G 

PROBLEM CHECKLISTS* 

Below is a list of general problems which two people in a close 
relationship might have. Read each item arid then indicate if you think 
it is or is not a problem in your relationship. If it is a problem, 
indicate if you think it is a "major" or a "minor" one. 

A Problem? 
Yes No Major Minor 

Time Together () () () () 

Insecurity/Uncertainty () () () () 

Need for More Commitment () () () () 

Alcohol/Drugs () () () () 

Dependence/Independence () () () () 

Possessiveness () ( ) () () 

Superficial Communication () () () () 

Express Emotions Differently () () () () 

Se l f i s h n e s s  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Parents Don't Like Fiance(e) () () () () 

Materialistic Values () () () () 

Jealousy—Past Relationships ( ) () () () 

St u b b o r n n e s s  ( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

Work/School Obligation () () () () 

Honesty/Dishonesty () () () () 

Different Religions () () () () 

Irresponsibility () () () () 

Conflicting Goals () () () () 

Difference of Opinion about Sex Roles ( ) () () () 

Different Sexual Needs () () () () 

Critical—Sarcastic () () () () 

*Adapted from Fournier (1980) and Knox (1971). 
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Below is a list of problem areas which some married couples 
have experienced. Read the items and underline any specific problem 
area which you think is a problem in your relationship. On the right-
hand side of the page, indicate if you think it is a "major" or a 
"minor" problem. 

Major Minor 
A. MONEY 

1. Amount: too little/too much ( ) ( ) 
2. Who spends it ( ) ( ) 
3. How it is spent C ) ( ) 
4. Who manages it ( ) C ) 

B. COMMUNICATION 
1. Too little time spent in communicating ( ) ( ) 
2. Nothing to talk about ( ) C ) 
3. Intellectual gaps ( ) C ) 
4. Topics discussed in conversation ( ) ( ) 
5. Bitching C ) ( ) 
6. Manner of communication (hasty, 

impatient, etc.) ( ) ( ) 

C. SEX 
1. When ( ) ( ) 
2. How ( ) ( ) 
3. How often ( ) ( ) 
4. Premature ejaculation ( ) C ) 
5. Frigidity ( ) C ) 
6. Infidelity ( ) ( ) 
7. Impotence ( ) ( ) 
8. Birth control ( ) ( ) 

IN-LAWS 
1. Which ones to visit ( ) ( ) 

2. How much time to spend with parents or 
in-laws C ) ( ) 

3. In-laws dislike future son- or 
daughter-in-law ( ) ( ) 

4. In-laws meddle and try to run 
children's lives ( ) ( ) 

5. Advice from in-laws ( ) ( ) 

6. Fiance(e) dislikes future in-laws ( ) ( ) 

li In-laws do not like each other ( ) ( ) 

FRIENDS 
1. Different friends ( ) ( ) 

2. Time with friends ( ) ( ) 

3. Number: too few/too many ( ) ( ) 
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Major Minor 
F. RELIGION 

1. Different religions ( ) ( ) 
2. Religion for children ( ) ( ) 
3. Fiance(e) more (or less) devout than self ( ) ( ) 
4. Manner of celebrating holidays ( ) ( ) 
5. Disagreements over religious rituals ( ) ( ) 
6. Money to church ( ) ( ) 
7. Church attendance ( ) ( ) 

G. RECREATION 
1. Amount of time for recreation ( ) ( ) 
2. Disagreement about type of recreation C ) ( ) 
3. With whom ( ) ( ) 
4. When ( ) ( ) 
5. Where ( ) ( ) 

H. ALCOHOL/DRUGS 
1. Who drinks/takes drugs ( ) ( ) 
2. How much is acceptable ( ) C ) 
3. When and where ( ) ( ) 
4. Amount of money spent on alcohol/drugs ( ) C ) 
5. Disapproval of certain friends or 

relatives ( ) ( ) 
6. Flirting, general embarrassment, or 

violence because of alcohol/drugs ( ) ( ) 

I. CHILDREN 
1. How many ( ) ( ) 
2. Spacing ( ) ( ) 
3. Sterility or infertility—whether to adopt ( ) ( ) 
4. Step-children ( ) ( ) 
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