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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the present study was to assess the effects o f 

two types o f interpersonal s k il ls  tra in in g  programs, a se lf-d isc losure  

and empathy program and a general communication and problem-solving 

program on perceived heterosexual competence. Both experimental 

groups (24 couples in each group) partic ipated in one o f the two 

eight-week, 24-hour interpersonal s k i l ls  tra in ing  programs, while 

the control group (26 couples) partic ipated in a re la tionsh ip  

discussion group over the same time period. The Peterman-Ridley 

Heterosexual Competency Scale (PRHCS) was administered to the three 

groups at pretest and posttest. Results indicated th a t, in per­

ceptions o f heterosexual competence, (a) the se lf-d isc losure  and 

empathy group was s ig n if ic a n tly  greater than the re la tionsh ip  

discussion group, at posttest, (b) the general communication and 

problem-solving group was not s ig n if ic a n tly  d iffe re n t from the 

re la tionsh ip  discussion group, at posttes t, and (c) the se lf-d isc losure  

and empathy group and the general communication and problem-solving 

group were not s ig n if ic a n tly  d if fe re n t, at posttest.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The desire to have meaningful and las ting  heterosexual 

re lationships has become increasingly important to ind iv idua ls 

in recent years. The concomitant increase in demand fo r  re la tio n ­

ship oriented services indicates that couples are having d i f f i ­

cu lty  in achieving desirable long-term re lationships (Olson, 1976). 

In response to th is  d i f f ic u l t y ,  social and behavioral sc ien tis ts  

have developed educationally-oriented re la tionsh ip  enhancement 

techniques in which a substantial body o f outcome lite ra tu re  has 

been accumulated. While the various approaches to re la tionsh ip  

enhancement represent d iffe re n t theoretica l bases, strategies and 

techniques fo r implementing change, the long-term common goal is 

to increase the essential s k i l ls  tha t w il l  enable ind iv idua ls to 

develop and maintain sa tis fy ing  interpersonal re la tionsh ips. An­

other commonality of the various intervention programs is  the focus 

on the improvement o f communication s k i l ls  as a primary mechanism 

fo r promoting re la tionsh ip  enhancement.

There are two educationally-oriented approaches to re la ­

tionship enhancement that have been widely investigated fo r 

effectiveness in m arital re la tionsh ips, and to a lesser extent, 

premarital re la tionsh ips. The general communications approach 

has evolved from a humanistic theoretica l base that emphasizes 

self-awareness and the acquis ition o f the empathic and disclosing

1



elements o f e ffe c tive  communication'(Ely, Guerney, and Stover,

1973; Guerney, 1977; M ille r ,  Nunnally,and Wackman, 1975).

The foundations o f the behavioral-exchange approach to 

re la tionsh ip  enhancement was formulated from a combination o f 

p rincip les drawn from both social learning and exchange theories. 

From a behavioral-exchange perspective, the focus is on teaching 

couples problem-solving, communication s k i l ls  or a combination o f 

both, through reciprocal positive  reinforcement p rinc ip les and 

contingency management s k i l ls ,  e .g ., negotiation, p inpointing and 

contracting (Harrell and Guerney, 1976; Jacobson, 1977; Patterson, 

Hops, and Weiss, 1973, 1975; Ridley, Avery, H a rre ll, Les lie , and 

Dent, 1980).

I t  must be emphasized that though the foci o f the humanistic 

and behavioral-exchange approaches are d iffe re n t, both have the 

shared purpose of increasing the interpersonal competencies that en­

able ind iv idua ls to develop and maintain sa tis fy ing  re la tionsh ips. 

The view tha t the q u a lity  o f re la tionsh ip  functioning is determined 

by the personal and interpersonal competencies o f the ind iv iduals
4

involved is  not a new one. Foote and C o ttre ll (1955) conceptualized 

interpersonal competence as s k i l ls  tha t are learned and possessed by 

a ll in varying degrees, that determine an in d iv id u a l's  a b i l i t y  to 

achieve interpersonal goals. Heterosexual competence is  a sub­

category o f interpersonal competence only because a q u a lif ica tio n  o f 

opposite sex re la tionsh ip  is specified. The focus o f a tten tion  is 

on the s k i l ls  that an ind ividual has acquired toward developing and



maintaining sa tis fy ing  heterosexual re la tionsh ips.

Adding to our knowledge about heterosexual re la tionsh ip  func­

tion in g , Foote (1956) pointed out that the continual interpersonal 

changes o f marital couples over tim e, can resu lt in a fu ture 

interpersonal "unmatching" i f  the couple have not developed the in te r­

personal s k i l ls  necessary to not only accommodate but in i t ia te  re­

la tionsh ip  change. The author urged fam ily l i f e  researchers to pursue 

a " . . . s c ie n t i f ic  and professional understanding o f the processes in ­

volved (o f competency interpersonal re la tionships) because s c ie n tif ic  

information can not too quickly become disseminated among at least 

those portions o f the population who are demonstrably ready fo r i t "  

(Foote, 1965, p. 32). I f  the v ia b i l i t y  o f heterosexual re lationships 

over time, depends on the heterosexual competence o f the ind ividuals 

involved, as Foote suggested, i t  is  important to d iffe re n tia te  and 

ca re fu lly  analyze the e ffects of spec ific  interpersonal s k i l ls  on the 

heterosexual competence o f ind iv idua ls . Systematic investigation of 

s k i l l  tra in ing  programs designed to increase competency in heterosexual 

re lationships is a necessary concern o f social and behavioral science 

research. As Olson (1970, 1976) indicated, only a small frac tion  of 

research is  devoted to evaluation o f the existing  approaches to in te r ­

personal s k i l l  tra in in g . A c r it ic a l issue is ,  what d iffe rences, i f  any, 

do the various approaches to interpersonal s k i l l  tra in in g  have on 

heterosexual competency.



I t  is  the purpose o f th is  study to analyze and compare two 

interpersonal s k i l l  tra in ing  programs, a se lf-d isc losure  and empathy 

tra in in g  program and a general communication and problem-solving 

s k i l ls  tra in ing  program, on perceived heterosexual competence, 

re la tive  to a re la tionsh ip  discussion group.



CHAPTER 2

EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF SKILLS TRAINING PROGRAMS

Over the past decade, interpersonal s k il ls  tra in in g  as a means 

fo r enhancing relationships has been investigated from a va rie ty  of 

theoretical perspectives. According to Jacobson (1978a) only two 

approaches to re la tionsh ip  enhancement can claim a substantial body 

o f sc ien tifica lly -based  outcome lite ra tu re , the general communication 

tra in ing  programs and the behavioral-exchange tra in ing  programs. The 

general communications tra in in g  approach is based in humanistic theory 

which emphasizes self-esteem and the empathic and disclosing elements 

o f e ffe c tive  communication. The behavioral-exchange approach to 

communication was formulated through a combination o f princ ip les 

drawn from both social learning and exchange theories. Both approaches 

to s k i l ls  tra in ing  have been widely investigated as to th e ir  e fficacy 

in enhancing marital re lationships and to a lesser extent, premarital 

re la tionsh ips. Therefore, the importance o f communication s k il ls  in 

the early stages o f re la tionsh ip  development is an issue that is 

often discussed (e .g ., F it ts ,  1970; Lewis, 1972) though seldom in ­

vestigated em pirica lly  (Ginsberg and Vogel song, 1977; M ille r ,  Nunnally, 

and Wackman, 1975 ; Ridley, et a l . ,  1980).

The general communications and the behavioral-exchange 

approaches tend to be highly structured and use an educational format 

in teaching spec ific  communication s k i l ls .  Though the focus o f both 

approaches to re la tionsh ip  enhancement is  on communication tra in in g .
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d iffe r in g  procedures and techniques have been implemented to produce 

re la tionsh ip  change. I t  is  the purpose o f th is  chapter to provide 

a general overview o f the goals and procedures and to review the 

outcome lite ra tu re  of programs which are based in the general commu­

nications and the behavioral-exchange approaches to re la tionsh ip  

enhancement.

'• The General Communication Approach

Relationship Enhancement (RE) developed by Bernard Guerney

and associates (1964, 1977) is a structured model of the general 

communications approach to interpersonal s k i l ls  tra in in g . RE has been 

applied to adult dyadic re la tionships (C o llins , 1977; E ly, Guerney, and 

Stover, 1973; Ginsberg and Vogel song, 1977; Rappaport, 1976) as well 

as other kinds o f re la tionships such as parent-child (Guerney, 1964; 

Guerney, Guerney, and Andronico, 1966; Stover and Guerney, 1967).

This review of RE programs w il l  focus on the application of RE to con­

jugal re la tionsh ip  enhancement (CRE) and premarital relationship en­

hancement (PRIMES - Premarital Relationship Improvement by Maximizing 

Empathy and Se lf-D isc losure).

The primary goal of RE programs is ,  "to teach a ttitudes and 

s k il ls  that w il l  enable the partic ipants to re la te  to s ig n ifica n t 

others in ways tha t w i l l  maximize sa tis fac tion  of emotional and 

functional needs" (Guerney, 1977, p. 25). The ultim ate goal of RE 

programs is ,  "to  make the partic ipants capable of continuously 

resolving inevitab le  co n flic ts  and problems in th e ir  re la tionsh ips.



and con tinua lly  enriching the sa tis factions they derive from them, 

independent o f help not only from the professional leader, but also 

from group members" (Guerney, 1977, p. 78).

The general procedure of RE programs is  to in s tru c t the 

partic ipants in  the four basic components o f e ffe c tive  communication

(a) the Expressor Mode (b). the Empathic Responder Mode (c) the 

Switching Mode and (d) the F a c ilita to r  Mode (See Appendix IX fo r a 

b r ie f description of each mode). The learning process is  fa c ilita te d  

through techniques such as demonstration, modeling, ro le-p laying and 

group feedback.

Rappaport (1976) evaluated the e fficacy of Conjugal Relation­

ship Enahncement (CRE) in a study u t i l iz in g  a marathon group sessions
\

format: two four-hour and two ,eight-hour sessions over a two-month

period. Th irty-n ine  married couples were recruited fo r  the study, 

o f which 13 couples dropped out during a two-month waiting period 

p rio r to the implementation o f the program, leaving 26 couples who 

began the program. Of these 26 couples, 21 couples completed the 

program. Subjects served as th e ir  own controls in tha t they were 

tested twice p rio r to treatment, at the beginning and again at the 

end of the two-month waiting period. Subjects were evaluated on 

two behavioral measures of re la tionsh ip  functioning developed by 

Bernard Guerney and his associates, and a varie ty  of se lf-re p o rt 

measures such as the Locke M arital Adjustment Scale (MAS) (Locke 

and Williamson, 1958) and the Conjugal L ife  Questionnaire (CLQ)

(E ly, Guerney and Stover, 1973). Results o f the investiga tion



indicated that the two-month intensive CRE program s ig n if ic a n tly  

improved the marital functioning on both behavioral and s e lf-re p o rt 

assessments, o f the couples completing the program. Though th is 

study experienced subject a t t r i t io n  problems and was not id ea lly  

contro lled, i t  gives some support to the e fficacy o f Conjugal 

Relationship Enhancement.

Collins (1977) compared couples receiving a six-month CRE 

tra in ing  program to an untreated control group. Of the 54 couples 

that were recru ited , 45 couples remained to complete the study, 34 

couples in  the experimental group and 21 couples in the control 

group. The couples met in three-couple groups led by graduate 

students experienced in RE tra in in g . In addition, each couple 

was instructed to read and perform exercises from The In d iv id u a l, 

Marriage, and The Family (Saxton, 1972). Pretest and posttest 

assessment o f couple communication were measured by the Primary Com­

munication Inventory (PCI) (Guerney, 1977) and the Marital 

Communication Inventory (MCI) (Bienvenu, 1970). Changes in  

marital adjustment were measured by the Locke Marital Adjustment 

Test (MAT) and the Conjugal L ife  Questionnaire (CLQ). The 

results indicated that CRE couples improved s ig n if ic a n tly  more 

than did the control couples in communication as measured by the 

MCI, though no s ig n if ic a n t change occurred on the PCI from 

pretest to posttest. The results o f the marital adjustment measures 

indicated posttest group differences on; the MAT with the experiemental



group s ig n if ic a n tly  higher, whereas on the CLQ, no posttest 

differences were s ig n if ic a n t. This study gives modest support 

to the e fficacy o f the CRE model o f re la tionsh ip  enhancement. As 

no follow-up data has been reported, the question o f long-term 

e ffects o f the tra in ing  remains unanswered.

E ly , Guerney and Stover (1973) compared couples receiving 

a ten-week CRE tra in ing  to a w a itin g -1 is t control group. The 

investigators evaluated re la tionsh ip  change by a series o f s e lf-  

report measures and behavior measures. Results indicated that the 

CRE couples improved s ig n if ic a n tly  over the control couples on the 

behavioral measures and two o f the three se lf-re p o rt measures. In 

add ition, when control couples la te r  received the CRE treatment, they 

achieved a s ig n if ic a n t improvement in  re la tionsh ip  functioning as 

measured by the same behavioral and s e lf-re p o rt measures. This w e ll- 

designed study supports the e fficacy o f CRE, though again, no 

follow-up data has been reported.

Ginsberg and Vogel song (1977) reported on the teaching o f 

RE s k i l ls  to premarital couples through the PRIMES (Premarital 

Relationship Improvement by Maximizing Empathy and Self-D isclosure) 

program which was in ita te d  by Stephen Schlein (1971). Forty- 

e ight premarital couples were recru ited to partic ipa te  in  a three- 

month RE tra in ing  program. Twenty-one couples were randomly 

assigned to the experimental couples and 27 couples to a w a itin g -1 is t 

control group. Two couples from the experimental group dropped 

out a fte r the f i r s t  few weeks and four more couples were excluded
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because o f poor attendance, leaving 15 couples in the experimental 

group. Subjects were evaluated at pretest and again a t posttest, 

on two behavioral measures o f communication s k i l l  level as well as 

two se lf-re p o rt measures o f communication. Changes in re la tionsh ip  

qua lity  were assessed by s ix  se lf-re p o rt measures. The results 

indicated that couples trained in PRIMES program re la tive  to the 

control group, exhibited s ig n if ic a n tly  greater gains in th e ir  

communication s k i l l  level behavio ra lly , though the resu lts  on the 

se lf-re p o rt measures o f re la tionsh ip  q u a lity  did not demonstrate 

unequivocal fin d ing s . In three o f the s ix se lf-re p o rt measures, 

s ig n ifica n t pretest to posttest gains were found fo r the experimental 

group, but not the control group. No folTow-up data were reported.

In summary, the outcome research on RE has provided an 

encouraging amount o f support fo r  its  e fficacy in enhancing re la tio n ­

ships. The absence of follow-up data indicates that the maintenance 

o f RE s k il ls  is  an issue that needs fu rth e r investiga tion . Since 

the ultim ate goal o f RE is  independent functioning o f the partic ipants 

a fte r treatment, the need fo r follow-up data becomes apparent, so 

that achievement o f th is  goal can be measured.

The Minnesota Couples Communication Program (MCCP) developed 

and reported on by M ille r ,  Nunnally and Wackman (1975).is  a model 

o f the general communication approach to interpersonal s k i l ls  

tra in in g . The MCCP has been conducted w ith premarital groups as 

well as m arital groups. The general goals of the MCCP are, (a) to 

increase the self-awareness o f each partner; (b) to increase each 

partner's reperto ire  o f communication s k i l ls ;  (c) to enhance



11

each partner's perceived options w ith in  the re la tionsh ip  fo r  making 

desirable changes or maintaining a mutually sa tis fy ing  re la tionsh ip .

The MCCP is a four-week program in which groups o f f iv e  to 

seven couples meet with c e r tif ie d  MCCP instructo rs in three-hour 

sessions, one session per week fo r a to ta l o f 12 hours o f communication, 

tra in in g . In the four sessions four frameworks, one per session, are 

presented to and practiced by the groups. In the order o f presentation, 

the four frameworks are: Session I - The Awareness Wheel, which is

designed to help the partic ipan t id e n tify  the kinds o f se lf-in fo rm ation  

that one has about oneself and also to teach the s k i l ls  that are
t

necessary to disclosing se lf-in fo rm ation  appropriately. Session I I  - 

The Shared Meaning Process is designed to aid the partic ipants in 

increasing the accuracy of th e ir  communication. The process involves 

a sending o f a message by a p a rtic ip a n t, a fte r which the receiver 

restates the message, followed by a confirmation or c la r if ic a t io n  

by the in i t ia l  sender. Session I I I  - The Communication Styles 

component focuses on id e n tify ing  the kinds o f communication options 

that are available to the partic ipants and the l ik e ly  impact of 

these communication styles on in te raction  sequences. Session IV - 

The I count/I Count You component is  a modified version o f I'm OK,

You're OK formulation o f transactional analysis (H arris , 1967).

The MCCP program was in i t ia l l y  tested with premarital 

couples. The 32 couples that volunteered fo r the study were 

randomly assigned to an experimental group (17 couples) or to a



w aiting-11st control group (15 couples). At pretest and again at 

posttest, audio-taped couple in te raction  sequences were rated fo r 

both accuracy o f reca ll o f in te raction  pattern and the a b i l i t y  to 

maintain an open s ty le  o f communication. The MCCP couples improved 

s ig n if ic a n tly  more than did the control group on both measures of 

communication s k i l l  le ve l. A fte r posttesting , the control couples 

received MCCP tra in in g , but no data were reported. This study 

supported the short-term e fficacy o f the MCCP. Since no fo llow - 

up data on the MCCP have been reported, the question o f maintenance 

o f the program s k il ls  remains unresolved.

' The Behavioral-Exchange Approach

Almost a ll o f the research on re la tionsh ip  enhancement from 

the behavioral-exchange perspective has focused on m arital 

re lationships (e .g ., Harrell and Guerney, 1976; S tuart, 1969);

Weiss, Hops and Patterson, 1973) though Ridley et a l . has im­

plemented a behavioral-exchange program of re la tionsh ip  enhancement 

w ith premarital couples (1980). In add ition , the behavioral- 

exchange model has been applied more often to distressed then non­

distressed m arital re la tionsh ips.

From the behavioral-exchange perspective, both pos itive  and 

negative patterns o f in te ractions between couples tend to be 

reciprocal (B irch le r, Weiss and Vincent, 1975; Patterson and Reid, 

1970; S tuart, 1969; W ills , Weiss and Patterson, 1974). Weiss et a l . 

(1973) have argued that m arital c o n flic t  results from fa u lty



strategies o f behavior change. Couples in c o n flic t e ithe r lack or 

f a i l  to demonstrate the s k i l ls  necessary to resolve re la tionsh ip  

problems (Jacobson, 1977, 1978b). The general goal o f operant 

communication tra in ing  is to develop c o n flic t  management and 

problem-solving s k i l ls .  In applying the .p rin c ip le  of re c ip ro c ity , 

emphasis is  placed upon accelerating mutual positive  reinforcement 

in order to strengthen the desired behaviors o f both partners 

(Liberman, 1970; S tuart, 1976). The general strategy o f positive  

control tra in ing  is to focus on spec ific  c o n flic t  issues. The 

couple f i r s t  learns to negotiate behavior change without the use 

o f aversive behaviors, e .g ., attacking, nagging or accusing. The 

couple then learns to pinpoint spec ific  problematic behaviors. 

Pinpointing permits the couple to state complaints in a form that 

operationalizes vague, global kinds o f complaints. Instruction  

manuals, feedback, coaching with modeling and behavioral rehearsal 

fa c i l i ta te  the learning process. Change agreements made by the 

couple are spec ific  and are usually implemented through the form 

o f a w ritten  contract.

Jacobson (1978b) compared the two major forms o f contracting, 

the quid pro quo and the good fa ith ,  in order to investigate 

differences in e fficacy fo r  the treatment o f marital discord. The 

quid pro quo contract requires couples to state th e ir  agreement in 

a manner such tha t the specified behavior changes o f one partner 

are contingent upon, fo r  reinforcement purposes, the specified 

behavior changes o f the other partner. In the good fa ith  contract,



both partners agree to make desired behavior changes, but the 

specified behavior changes o f one partner are not cross-1 inked 

to the other partner's agreed upon changes; the changes are in ­

dependently reinforced. Jacobson reported that both forms of 

contracting were equally e ffec tive  c o n flic t  management techniques.

In addition to evaluating the e fficacy o f contracting procedures, 

Jacobson (1977) compared the two behavioral experimental groups, 

d iffe r in g  only with respect to the types o f contracting procedures 

tha t were implemented, to a w aiting-11st control group and a 

nonspecific treatment group. The nonspecific treatment group 

received the en tire  behavioral t ra in in g , w ith the exception of 

contracting procedures. The 32 couples tha t volunteered fo r  the 

study were randomly assigned to the four treatment conditions. 

Treatment couples met by individual couples fo r  e ight one-and-a- 

half-hour sessions with one o f three therap ists. The results 

indicated that both experimental groups, from pretest to post- 

te s t, improved s ig n if ic a n tly  more than did the w a iting-11st control 

group on the two measures o f behavioral s k i l l  le ve l, the Marital 

In teraction Coding System (Hops, W ills , Patterson and Weiss, 1971) 

and the Inventory o f Marital C onflic ts (Olson and Ryder, 1970)9 

and also two s e lf-re p o rt measures o f m arital adjustment, the 

Marital Adjustment Scale (MAS) and the Marital Happiness Scale (MHS) 

(Stuart and S tuart, 1973). Follow-up data, the MAS, taken at 

one-month, three-month and six-month in te rva ls  indicated that results 

on the MAS had maintained a fte r therapy. This study gives support



to the behavioral treatment approach to m arital discord. In 

add ition , the author should be commended fo r incorporating a 

follow-up analysis o f the se lf-re p o rt measures o f m arital 

happiness, though the question o f maintenance o f behavioral 

s k i l ls  remain unanswered.

Patterson, Hops and Weiss (1975) reported on the outcomes 

o f an intervention program developed at the Oregon Research 

In s titu te  and the University o f Oregon (Patterson and Hops, 1972; 

Patterson, Hops and Weiss, 1973; Weiss et a l . ,  1973). Ten 

moderately distressed m arital couples were taught communication 

and problem-solving techniques, and contingency contracting 

procedures. Taped couple problem-solving in te ractions, at pre­

tes t and again at posttest, were coded by trained raters using 

the M arital In teraction Coding System (MICS). The instrument 

measures fa c i l i ta t in g  and d isruptive  behaviors o f in te raction  

sequences. In add ition , se lf-re p o rt data indicated that couples 

in th e ir  home environment increased s ig n if ic a n tly  in fa c i l i ta t iv e  

behaviors and decreased s ig n if ic a n tly  in d isruptive behaviors 

a fte r treatment. This study suggests that couples can learn 

e ffec tive  problem-solving techniques and apply them to th e ir  

re lationships away from the laboratory se tting . Though, the 

absence o f a control group leaves the issue of in terna l v a lid ity  

unresolved.

Harrell and Guerney (1976) developed and reported on 

the Behavioral-Exchange Program, which was the f i r s t  behavioral- 

exchange model to use an educational group format rather than



ind ividual couple counseling. The primary goal o f the program 

was to teach couples a spec ific  c o n flic t  management and negotiation 

process fo r resolving re la tionsh ip  problems in a mutually 

sa tis fy ing  way. The nine in te rre la ted  steps of the negotiation 

model are: Listening C are fu lly , Locating a Relationship Issue, 

Iden tify ing  Contributions to the Issue, Iden tify ing  A lte rnative  

Solutions, Evaluating A lternative Solutions, Making an Exchange, 

Determining Conditions o f the Exchange Contract, and Renegotiation 

o f the Exchange Contract. In addition to learning the problem­

solving process, couples were assigned weekly homework assignments 

and s k i l l  practice exercises. The program consists o f e ight two- 

hour weekly tra in ing  sessions held over a two-month period. T h irty  

married couples volunteered fo r  the study and were randomly assigned 

to the experimental group (15 couples) or to the control group 

(15 couples). Each tra in ing  group included three couples and one 

counselor-educator. Couples were evaluated at pretest and post­

te s t, on a va rie ty  o f se lf-re p o rt measures of m arital sa tis fac tion  

and also behavioral measures o f c o n flic t management. The behavioral- 

exchange couples demonstrated s ig n ifica n t improvement, as compared 

to control couples, on the m ajority o f the behavioral measures 

o f c o n flic t management; though improvement on the se lf-re p o rt 

measures o f m arital sa tis fac tion  was not s ig n ific a n t.

This study demonstrates that m arital couples can learn a 

fa i r ly  complicated c o n flic t  management process. As the couples



were not described as distressed by the authors» the fa ilu re  to 

demonstrate s ig n ifica n t changes in m arital sa tis fac tion  could be 

the resu lt o f a ce ilin g  e ffe c t. I f  the couples were sa tis fie d  with 

th e ir  m arital re la tionsh ips, the issue o f maintenance o f th is  level 

o f sa tis fac tion  is a leg itim ate concern o f the preventive approach 

to re la tionsh ip  discord.

Cone!usions

In summary, the two approaches to re la tionsh ip  enhancement 

reviewed in th is  chapter, the General Communications and the 

Behavioral-Exchange programs have been subjected to a substantial 

amount o f empirical tes ting . Both approaches have accumulated a 

sizeable body o f outcome lite ra tu re  on the short-term e fficacy  in 

enhancing re la tionsh ips. The issues o f s k i l ls  maintenance and 

maintenance o f gains in re la tionsh ip  sa tis fac tion  require more 

investigation through the inclusion o f more follow-up inqu iry  

in future research.

I t  can be speculated that the fu ture  success o f a re la tio n ­

ship is mediated by both s k i l l  and the perceived level o f in te r­

personal competence o f the ind ividuals involved in tha t re la tio n ­

ship. I t  seems to be a worthwhile research e ffo r t  to examine 

the re la tionsh ip  between interpersonal s k i l l  training and perceived 

interpersonal competence. This re la tionsh ip  should be examined in 

the context o f both short and long range effects o f s k i l ls  tra in in g . 

I t  is  the purpose o f th is  thesis to examine the short range effects



o f two types o f interpersonal s k i l ls  tra in in g , a s e lf-d is ­

closure and empathy program and a general communication and 

problem-solving program on perceived competency in hetero­

sexual re la tionsh ips.



CHAPTER 3

THE CONCEPT OF INTERPERSONAL COMPETENCE

In recent years, social science research has been concerned, 

with the issue o f ind ividual differences in the a b i l i t y  to achieve 

sa tis fy ing  interpersonal re la tionsh ips. Although social and be­

havioral sc ien tis ts  acknowledge that ind iv idua ls do vary markedly 

in th e ir  aptitude fo r  dealing successfully with others, theoretical 

approaches to d iffe re n tia tin g  the essential characte ris tics of 

e ffec tive  vs. in e ffec tive  interpersonal functioning have varied 

considerably. Furthermore, the paucity of empirical research has 

created a gap between the theoretica l endeavors and social application 

(Olson, 1970 1976). The dual-purpose of th is  chapter is  to present 

an overview o f the major theoretica l formulations o f interpersonal 

competence and analyze th e ir  a p p lic a b ility  to interpersonal re la tio n ­

ship s k i l ls  tra in ing  programs.

The concept o f competency in interpersonal re la tions f i r s t  

appeared in the work o f Harry Stack Sullivan (1953) as part o f his 

development o f a theory o f interpersonal re la tions. Foote and C o ttre ll 

(1955) in Id e n tity  and Interpersonal Competence introduced a thesis 

o f interpersonal competence to fam ily l i f e  research in order to 

stimulate professional in te res t towards the study o f the development 

o f competency in ind iv idua ls and fam ilies . They conceptualized

19
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interpersonal competence as the capacity to shape the responses of 

others. Interpersonal competence was a n a ly tica lly  defined by 

designating s ix essential components fo r e ffec tive  function ing. The 

components, possessed by a ll in varying degrees, a re : (a) health,

(b) in te llig e n ce , (c) empathy, (d) autonomy, (e) judgement, and 

( f ) c re a tiv ity . The order o f the l i s t  proceeds from the most 

b io lo g ica lly  given to the least given a ttr ib u te . The a b i l i t y  to 

shape another's behavior w il l  depend on the degree to which an 

individual has manifested the above q u a lit ie s . Although some of 

these q u a litie s  are based on inherited p o te n tia lit ie s , the range 

o f individual differences in the capacity to achieve interpersonal 

goals is the resu lt o f d if fe re n tia l l i f e  experience. As theories 

are intended to do, Foote and C o ttre ll 's  1955 th reatise  o f in te r ­

personal competence posed more questions than i t  answered. In what 

ways does health, in te llig e n ce , empathy, autonomy, judgement and 

c re a tiv ity  in te ra c t to produce interpersonal competence? Does one 

component a ffe c t competence more than another? The authors 

operationalized many o f th e ir  ideas on interpersonal competence 

in to testable hypotheses, but as ye t, th e ir  thesis as a whole has 

received no empirical v e r tif ic a t io n  (Weinstein, 1970), though certain 

components, such as empathy have been widely and system atically 

investigated (E ly, 1970; Guerney, 1977; M ille r ,  Nunally and Wackman, 

1975).



In contrast to Foote and C o ttre ll,  White (1959), directed 

his conceptual o rien ta tion  toward the e tio logy o f competence. He 

defined competence as an organisms capacity to in te rac t e ffe c tiv e ly  

with i ts  environment. According to White, ind ividuals from infancy 

on, have an innate capacity and a basic need to experience a feeling 

o f e fficacy from in te racting  e ffe c tiv e ly  with the environment. The 

extent to which ind iv idua ls produce an intended e ffe c t is  a measure 

of competence. White separates the in tr in s ic  motivation fo r com­

petence from the basic drives o f hunger, t h i r s t ,  sex or any other 

organic need. The in tr in s ic  motivation fo r  competence operates 

independent o f, though not uninfluenced by e x trin s ic  social rewards 

and punishment. In order to em pirica lly  examine White's conceptu­

a liza tion  o f competence, researchers must find  a way to measure 

in tr in s ic  motivation fo r  competence and separate th is  motivation 

from the influence o f social reward and punishment. I f  in t r in ­

s ic a lly  motivated behavior is  accepted as an untested assumption, 

competence can be increased by increasing the number o f opportunities 

to successfully produce intended e ffec ts . Practice then becomes 

important fo r  producing desired outcomes.

Argyris (1965) extended White's conception o f competence 

beyond the a b i l i t y  to produce an intended e ffec t to include three 

additional measures. He posits that competence tends to increase

(a) as one's awareness o f relevant factors (e ffec ting  factors) 

increases, (b) as problems are solved in such a way tha t they do
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not re-occur, (c) with a minimal de terio ra tion  o f the problem­

solving process. Using these additional measures, the development 

o f negotiation s k i l ls  in ind ividuals should increase th e ir  compe­

tence in interpersonal re la tions.

Argyris developed a model fo r the measurement and description 

o f ind ividual and interpersonal competence. In th is  model, he 

categorizes behavior in to  two leve ls , ind ividual behavior or nor­

mative bheavior. Behavior at e ithe r level is  measured through the 

designation o f sub-categories o f q u a litie s  that have a plus or minus 

value. The q u a litie s  have been operationalized and given a numerical 

value in order to permit a behavioral assessment and an index of 

competency. Argyris examined the question o f r e l ia b i l i t y  and v a lid ity  

o f the instrument through a series o f exploratory studies conducted 

with T-groups. The studies indicated an "encouraging" degree o f 

r e l ia b i l i t y  and pred ictive  v a lid ity  as a basis fo r describing in ­

creases or decreases in interpersonal competence (A rgyris , 1964).

In assessing A rgyris ' measure o f individual and interpersonal 

competence, the c r ite r ia  tha t interpersonal problems do not re-occur
t

and that the problemrsolving process does not deteriorate , do not 

take in to  account that the problem-solving process is  mediated by 

the a b il i t ie s  o f every individual involved who most l ik e ly  w il l  not 

possess equal negotiation s k i l ls .  Therefore, Argyris may be 

measuring the competence o f a group as a whole rather than individual 

competence, i f  the above c r ite r ia  is  used.



Using Maslow's theory o f se lf-ac tu a liza tio n  as a foundation, 

F itts  (1970) proposed the Wheel Model of Interpersonal Competence as 

a framework fo r  analyzing an in d iv id u a l's  drive toward s e lf-  

actua liza tion . There are two dimensions o f interpersonal behavior, 

the "seeking s e lf"  and the "o ffe ring  s e l f " , which are conceptualized 

as d iv id ing the Wheel in to  two halves. Using the Interpersonal Wheel 

as the vehic le , the d irec tion  and progress toward se lf-ac tu a liza tio n  

are determined by the amount o f rec ip ro c ity  between the "seeking se lf"  

and the "o ffe ring  s e lf" .  F itts  fu rthe r d iffe re n tia te s  the Wheel 

in to  seven components, the spokes o f the Wheel, which are arranged 

in sequence, to i l lu s tra te  the processes through which re lationships 

move as they develop. The seven components are: (a) Involvement

(b) Responsibility (c) Freedom (d) Understanding (e) Openness 

( f )  Caring and (g) Acceptance. As there are lim its  to a ll re la tio n ­

ships, the minimum l im it  o f the re la tionsh ip  is  symbolized as the 

hub, and the maximum l im it  is the rim o f the Wheel. F itts  proposed 

that the t i r e  fo r the Interpersonal Wheel should be a consistency 

o f behavior, which provides s ta b il i ty  and r e l ia b i l i t y  to re la tio n ­

ships. Faith and tru s t in the s e lf and the other person is  the 

material from which the Wheel is constructed.

F itts  designated communication s k i l ls  as the central pathway 

towards interpersonal competence. The four basic communication 

s k i l ls ,  transmission, reception, fa c i l i ta t io n  and observer-feedback 

are spec ific  s k i l ls  that can be learned and can increase sa tis fac tion
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in re la tionsh ips. Though F it ts ' 1970 formulation o f interpersonal 

competence has an abundance o f humanistic appeal, empirical va lidation 

o f the dynamics o f the Interpersonal Wheel has not appeared in the 

l ite ra tu re .

Weinstein (1970) designated spec ific  interconnected concepts 

with which the in te rac tive  processes o f competency can be analyzed 

and they are as fo llow s: (a) Interpersonal task is the response or set 

o f responses that an ind ividual attempts to e l ic i t  from another.

(b) Interpersonal competence is  simply the a b i l i ty  to accomplish 

interpersonal tasks, (c) Lines o f action are the a c t iv it ie s  of an 

individual that are directed toward the accomplishment o f the in te r­

personal task, (d) Encounter is any contact fo r the purpose of 

interpersonal task accomplishment, (e) S ituation is  a ll relevant 

s tim u li present in any encounter, ( f ) D e fin ition  o f the s itua tion  

is  the resu lt of a ll the in ternal processes through which an individual 

goes through before selecting a lin e  o f action, (g) Projected 

d e fin it io n  of the s itua tion  is the attempts o f an ind iv idua l to ' 

influence another's d e fin it io n  o f the s itu a tion , (h) Working 

consensus (borrowed from Goffman's 1959 theory o f interpersonal 

dynamics) is a ta c it  agreement that the partic ipants jo in t ly  hold 

as to whose claims to what issues w il l  be temporarily honored.

( i ) S ituational id e n tity  is a ll the relevant a ttrib u te s  that an 

ind ividual possesses in reference to the specific  interpersonal 

s itu a tio n , ( j )  Id e n tity  bargaining is  the establishment o f
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s itua tiona l id e n tit ie s  through lines o f action in order to establish 

a working consensus among the partic ipants of social in te rac tion .

When one individual attempts to assign or withhold an id e n tity  fo r 

another, the process is  called a lte rcas ting .

The key to becoming in terpersonally competent, according to 

Weinstein, is  to develop the s k i l l  necessary fo r establishing and 

maintaining a desirable id e n tity  and successful a lte rcas ting . Id e n tity  

maintaining s k i l l  and successful a lte rcasting  are dependent upon an 

in d iv id u a l's  (a) a b i l i t y  to accurately ro le  take (empathic a b il i ty )  

and pred ict the consequences o f various lines of action (b) possession 

of a large and varied reperto ire  o f lines of action and (c) 

possession o f the intrapersonal resources to select and implement 

tac tics  most appropriate to the interpersonal task. I f  Weinstein's 

view o f how competency can be increased is v a lid , systematic tra in ing  

in ro le  taking and discrim inating s k i l ls  and increasing the behavioral 

repertoires o f s k i l ls  would be an e ffe c tive  means o f increasing in te r ­

personal competence.

Weinstein considered self-perceptions to be one type of 

intra-personal resource that a ffects interpersonal competence. A 

r ig id  self-concept can in h ib it  an e ffe c tive  action when an individual 

is unw illing  to use a known lin e  o f action because the action does 

not f i t  w ith in  his id e n tity . Therefore, in Weinstein's view, 

possession o f many lines o f action is  not enough; one must be 

w ill in g  to use them to be in terpersonally e ffe c tive .



A major contribution o f Weinstein's conceptualization is  the 

designation o f spec ific  behavioral components to interpersonal com­

petence, such as lines o f action and interpersonal task response.

These are concepts that can read ily  be operationalized fo r  a syste­

matic functional analysis o f competence. That interpersonal behavior 

is  in part determined by the response o f others is an idea that focuses 

attention on the importance o f negotiation s k i l ls  in the pursuit o f 

interpersonal purposes.

The various conceptualizations reviewed in th is  chapter focus 

on d iffe re n t aspects o f interpersonal competence, ranging from bio­

logically-based personal a ttribu tes  (Foote and C o ttre ll,  1955; White, 

1959) to a more environmentally-based in teractiona l and perceptual 

f ie ld  (Weinstein, 1970). This is not to say that a nature-nurture 

controversy is taking place over the top ic o f interpersonal competence. 

Most im portantly, a ll approaches view interpersonal competence as a 

capacity that can be increased through experience. I t  seems to be a 

worthwhile research e f fo r t  to examine the linkages among variables 

such as personal a ttr ib u te s , interpersonal in teractions and perceived 

a b il i t ie s  as they re la te  to interpersonal competence, e .g . , goal 

achievement in interpersonal re la tionsh ips. Another important issue 

to examine is the linkage between interpersonal in te raction  on 

percei'ved heterosexual competence, a sub-type o f interpersonal 

competence.



CHAPTER 4

METHOD

Subjects

Premarital couples were recru ited from a southwestern 

un ivers ity  population through the use o f posters and an in fo r ­

mation table a t class re g is tra tio n . In add ition, local radio 

and newspaper announcements were used to re c ru it premarital 

couples from the larger community. Based on th e ir  schedules, 

couples were assigned to one o f three experimental conditions, a 

general communication and problem-solving s k il ls  tra in ing  group 

(24 couples), a se lf-d isc losure  and empathy s k i l ls  tra in in g  group 

(24 couples) or to a re la tionsh ip  discussion group (26 couples). 

Subjects ranged in age from 18 to 26 with a mean age o f 20.08.

Ten per cent were c la ss ifie d  as seniors, 23.5% ju n io rs , 36.7% 

sophomores, 21.2% freshmen, 3.4% graduate students, and 4.3% 

non-students. Additional demographic data were collected on a ll 

subjects, and a prelim inary analysis revealed tha t there were only 

minor differences between the experimental groups and control 

group on any demographic variables (See Appendix I fo r  additional 

demographic in form ation).

The Dependent Variable 

I t  was hypothesized that as a re su lt of tra in in g , both in te r ­

personal s k i l ls  tra in ing  groups, re la tive  to the re la tionsh ip

27



discussion group would s ig n if ic a n tly  improve in th e ir  perceived 

heterosexual competence, though no s ig n ifica n t differences between 

the two interpersonal s k i l ls  tra in ing  groups was hypothesized. 

Heterosexual competence, the dependent variab le , was measured by 

w ritten  responses to the Peterman-Rid!ey Heterosexual Competency 

Scale (PRHCS) (Jones, 1973).. According to the authors, the 

purpose o f the heterosexual competence scale was "to develop an 

inventory o f items describing the b e lie fs , a ttitu d e s , and experiences 

o f students as they engage in the task of learning heterosexual s k i l l  

which (would) enable them to form and maintain good dating and 

marital re la tionsh ips" (Peterman and Ridley, 1970).

Using a L ike rt type format, the PRHCS is a scale consisting 

of a set o f 27 questions that asks subjects th e ir  perceptions of how 

they function in re la tionships with the opposite sex (See Appendix 

I I ) .  The questionnaire was designed to assess the subject's percep­

tions as to th e ir  re la tiv e  success or fa ilu re  in in i t ia t in g  and 

maintaining heterosexual re la tionships and also th e ir  feelings as to 

how the opposite sex perceived them. Each individual was asked to 

indicate on a five -p o in t scale, with response categories ranging 

from (1) Never to (5) Always, the response which most accurately 

indicates th e ir  perceptions. Approximately ha lf o f the items in 

the PRHCS are reverse ordered to reduce an tendency toward a response 

set pattern tha t can develop in some respondents. Scores on the 

PRHCS were summed in order to obtain a heterosexual competence
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score fo r  each in d iv id u a l. The range o f possible scores on the 

PRHCS is from 27-135, with a midpoint o f 81. A high score in ­

dicates high heterosexual competence; a low score indicates low 

heterosexual competence.

Jones (1973) analyzed and reported on measures o f in ­

ternal consistency r e l ia b i l i t y  and v a lid ity  that were applied to 

the PRHCS. The r e l ia b i l i t y  co e ffic ie n t o f the scale, established 

by Cronbach's C oeffic ien t Alpha (1951), was reported to be .91.

The face v a lid ity  o f the instrument was assessed and agreed upon 

by five  experts in the area o f interpersonal re la tions . In summary, 

the PRHCS has established some in ternal consistency r e l ia b i l i t y  

and face v a lid ity  as a pred ictive  measure o f heterosexual competence.

Procedure

Pretreatment and Posttreatment Assessment - The General 

Communication and Probem-Solving Group and the Relationship 

Discussion Group. The PRHCS, along with other se lf-re p o rt 

measures, was administered to each subject in both the experimental 

and re la tionsh ip  discussion groups at the beginning and end o f the 

problem-solving s k i l ls  tra in ing  program. In addition to the w ritten  

measures, the couples in both groups completed four 20-minute audio­

taped problem-solving conversations, two pretest conversations and 

two posttest conversations (See Appendix I I I  fo r a b r ie f descrip tion). 

The stimulus fo r the f i r s t  pretest and f i r s t  posttest conversation 

was a contrived ro le -p lay s itu a tio n . The second 20-mihute pretest
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arid posttest conversations were based on problems tha t were 

current to each couple's re la tionsh ip . Trained judges, b lind to 

the experimental conditions, independently rated each audio-taped 

couple in teraction  fo r  a behavioral assessment o f s k i l l  level of 

the subjects (See Appendix IV fo r the scoring procedure).

Pretreatment and posttreatment Assessment - Self-D isclosure 

and Empathy Group and the Relationship Discussion Group. The PRHCS, 

along with other w ritten  measures, was administered to each subject 

in the experimental and re la tionsh ip  discussion groups, at the 

beginning and end o f the se lf-d isc losure  and empathy s k i l ls  tra in ing  

program. In addition to the w ritten  measures, the couples in both 

groups completed two 20-minute audio-taped conversations, one pre­

te s t conversation and one posttest conversation (See Appendix V fo r 

the spec ific  instructions tha t were given to the subjects). During 

the 20-minute conversation, at both pretest and posttest, each 

partner had experienced fiv e  continual minutes in both the Speaker 

Mode and the Empathic Responder Mode, in each o f the two conversational 

s itua tions . Trained judges independently rated each audio-taped 

couple in te ra tion  fo r a behavioral assessment of s k i l l  level fo the 

subjects (Appendix VI) (Avery, Ridley, Leslie and Mil hoi land, in 

press).

Treatment o f Relationship Discussion Group. Couples met fo r 

eight weeks, three hours a week, fo r  a to ta l o f 24 hours. They 

partic ipated in supervised discusssion groups that were designed to 

promote a better understanding o f re la tionsh ip  func tion ing , although



they received no spec ific  tra in ing  in communication or problem­

solving s k i l ls .  Selected readings on topics related to re la tio n ­

ship development were assigned to the group. The subjects were 

encouraged to apply the reading to th e ir  re la tionsh ip  (See 

Appendix VII fo r  an outline  of course descrip tion).

Treatment o f the Problem-Solving and General Communication 

Group. Couples met fo r  e ight weeks, three hours a week, fo r a 

to ta l o f 24 hours. Each group o f three or four couples was led 

by two group leaders, one male and one female. Graduate students 

instructed in the general communication and problem-solving s k il ls  

tra in ing  served as group leaders. Group leaders had a d idactic  

ro le o f ins truc ting  and modeling the interpersonal s k i l ls  as well 

as presenting to the couples feedback regarding the partic ipants 

performance of the s k i l ls .

The general communication and problem-solving tra in in g , 

developed by Ridley and Harrell (1976). instructed couples in 

negotiation s k il ls  that entailed the performance o f spec ific  and 

behaviorably measureable problem-solving steps (See Appendix V II I ) .  

The s k i l l  tra in ing  consisted o f two phases in which couples 

proceed through a ffe c tive , cognitive and behavioral processes 

that are involved in e ffe c tive  interpersonal problem-solving.

Phase I o f the tra in ing  program instructed couples in the 

general communication s k i l ls  o f lis te n in g  and speaking. Listening 

ca re fu lly  and expressing own fee lings, is  structured so tha t while



one person is speaking the other person is  lis te n in g . An im­

portant feature o f speaking is that speakers express th e ir  own 

feelings rather than to express something that someone else feels 

or believes. An important feature o f lis ten ing  is that the 

partic ipants must lis te n  ca re fu lly , then indicate understanding 

to the speaker through a verbal summarization of the speaker's 

message. A major purpose o f the f i r s t  phase is to fa c i l i ta te  

the development o f open and empathic in te raction  between the coup!

Phase I I  provides a more spec ific  structure fo r problem­

solving. Steps 1 through 3, exploring the problem area, defining 

the problem in re la tionsh ip  terms and iden tify ing  how each person 

contributes to the problem, involve an exploration o f the more 

a ffec tive  domain of the problem s itu a tion . Full and mutual d is ­

closure o f each partners perspectives during these three steps 

is  emphasized as an essential component o f successful problem­

solving.

In Steps 4 through 9, the focus of in te raction  s h ifts  

from an a ffec tive  mode to a more cognitive-behavioral mode of 

in te ra c tio n . Step 4, s ta ting  a re la tionsh ip  goal, must be stated 

to indicate what spec ific  behaviors need to increase or decrease. 

A fte r sta ting  a specific  goal, the couple proceed through the 

remaining problem-solving steps: Step 5, generating a lte rna tive  

so lutions. Step 6, evaluating the a lte rna tives , Step 7, selecting 

the best so lu tion . Step 8, implementing the so lu tion , and



Step 9, evaluating process. At an agreed upon time a fte r the 

solution has been implemented, i f  the re la tionsh ip  goal has not 

been achieved, the couple was instructed to return to Step 5, 

and renegotiate the problem.

Treatment o f the Self-D isclosure and Empathy Group. Couples 

m et.for e ight weeks, three hours a week, fo r  a to ta l o f 24 hours. 

Each group o f three or four couples was led by two group leaders, 

one male and one female. Graduate students instructed in s e lf ­

disclosure and empathy s k i l ls  tra in ing  served as group leaders.

Group leaders had the d idactic  ro le  o f ins truc ting  and dem­

onstrating the behavioral modes as well as providing feedback 

to the couples regarding th e ir  performance o f the behavioral modes.

The Self-D isclosure and Empathy tra in ing  programs, developed 

by Guerney (1977), instructed couples in the four components o f 

e ffe c tive  communication, (a) the Expresser Mode (b) the Empathic 

Responder Mode (c) the Switching Mode and (d) the F a c ilita to r  

Mode (See Appendix IX fo r  a b r ie f description of the communication 

modes). The Expresser Mode requires an honest expression o f the 

subjective feelings and needs of the speaker. I t  is  important 

that speakers id e n tify  th e ir  expressions as subjective and not 

to id e n tify  other people as the source o f th e ir  fee lings. The 

Empathic Responder Mode consists o f two parts, receiving and 

responding. As a receptor, the responder must try  to under­

stand the to ta l interpersonal message o f the Expresser, without



d is to r t io n . In the responding part o f the Empathic Response Mode, 

the responders provide feedback to the speakers in order to check 

the accuracy o f th e ir  perceptions o f the to ta l interpersonal 

message o f the speakers.

E ffective  communication requires that one partner must 

stay in the Expresser Mode and the other partner in the Empathic 

Responding Mode u n til feelings on a point are fu l ly  disclosed by 

the Expresser and the Empathic Responder understands the Expresser' 

fee lings. In order to switch the two modes, the couples were 

instructed in a th ird  communication mode, the Switching Mode.

This mode sensitizes ind iv idua ls to look fo r  cues that signal that 

a mode switch is desirable.

The fourth communication mode is  the F a c ilita to r  Mode 

through which ind iv idua ls provide feedback to members o f the group 

concerning the performance of the other three communication modes. 

The F a c ilita to r  Mode is  structured so tha t feedback is  concerned 

only with performance o f the modes rather than commenting on the 

ideas and opinions o f the couples in in te raction .



CHAPTER 5

RESULTS

■ . ' Preliminary Analysis

A 2 X 3 analysis o f variance was performed on the pre­

treatment scores o f both experimental groups and the control 

group in order to determine i f  any in i t ia l  differences existed 

by the groups or by sex on the dependent measure, the Peterman- 

Ridley Heterosexual Competency Scale. The results indicated that 

there were no s ig n ifica n t differences in pretest performances on 

the PRHCS by treatment group, F (2.443), p = .091, by sex,

F (2.713), p = .102, or treatment by sex in te rac tion , F (.771), 

p = .464 (See Appendix X fo r means and standard deviations).

Main Analysis

I t  was hypothesized that both the se lf-d isc losure  and 

empathy tra in ing  group and the general communication and problem­

solving tra in ing  group, re la tive  to the re la tionsh ip  discussion 

group would demonstrate s ig n ifica n t improvement in th e ir  perceived 

heterosexual competence, though no s ig n ific a n t differences between 

the two interpersonal s k i l l  tra in ing  groups was hypothesized.

A two-way analysis o f covariance was performed with the pretest 

as the covariate and the posttest as the dependent variable.
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The adjusted posttest group means were as fo llows: the s e lf-  

disclosure and empathy group = 100.59, the general communication 

and problem-solving group = 99.10, and the re la tionsh ip  d is ­

cussion grpup = 94.60. The results o f the analysis o f covariance 

indicated tha t there was an e ffec t fo r  treatment, F (4.933), 

p = .008, no e ffe c t fo r  sex, F (.358), p = .551, and no treatment 

by sex in te ra c tio n , F (.143), p = .886 (See Table 1).

The Tukey Honestly S ign ifican t Difference (HSD) post hoc 

tes t o f significance was performed in order to determine the 

differences among the three adjusted posttest group means (See 

Table 2 ). The results indicated th a t, at posttest, (a) the s e lf­

disclosure and empathy group was s ig n if ic a n tly  greater than the 

re la tionsh ip  discussion group in perceived heterosexual competence 

(mean difference = 5 .9 9 ), p = .01, (b) the general communication 

and problem-solving group was not s ig n if ic a n tly  d iffe re n t from 

the re la tionsh ip  discussion group in perceived heterosexual 

competence (mean difference = 4.50), p = .057, (c) the s e lf ­

disclosure and empathy group and the general communication and 

problem-solving group were not s ig n if ic a n tly  d iffe re n t (mean 

difference = 1.49), p = NS.
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T a b le  1

Two-Way Analysis o f Covariance with 
Pretest scores as the Covariate

Sum of 
Squares df. ■

Mean
Square

Significance 
F o f F

Source o f 
Variation

Covariate

Pretest 7474.539 1 747.539 77.620 .001

Main Effects

Treatment 950.056 2 475.028 4.933 .008

Sex 34.479 1 34.479 .358 .551

In teraction

Treatment x Sex 27.635 2 13.817 .143 .886

Error 13577.845 141 96.297

Total 22056.000 147 150.041



Tukey's Honestly S ign ifican t Difference (HSD) 
Post hoc te s t o f differences between means

Comparison Groups

The Self-d isclosure and 
Empathy Group and the 
Relationship Discussion 
Group

The General Communication 
and Problem Solving Group 
and the Relationship 
Discussion Group

The Self-d isclosure and 
Empathy and the General 
Communication and Problem 
Solving Group

Difference between
the Adjusted Means Significance

5.99 .010

4.50 .057

1.49 NS



CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION 

Implications o f the Results

The objective o f th is  study was to evaluate the e ffects 

o f two types o f interpersonal s k i l l  tra in in g , a se lf-d isc losure  

and empathy tra in ing  program and a general communication and 

problem-solving tra in ing  program, on perceived heterosexual 

competence. The analysis o f the data demonstrated that (a) 

couples that were trained in se lf-d isc losure  and empathy s k il ls  

s ig n if ic a n tly  improved in th e ir  perceived heterosexual competence, 

re la tive  to the control group, (b) couples trained in general 

communication and problem-solving s k i l ls  improved th e ir  perceived 

heterosexual competence to a very nearly s ig n ifica n t le v e l, 

re la tive  to the control group, (c) the se lf-d isc losure  and empathy 

trained couples and the general communication and problem-solving 

trained couples did not s ig n if ic a n tly  d if fe r  from one another in 

th e ir  level o f perceived heterosexual competence, at pretest or 

posttest. The results were very nearly as predicted.

The positive  findings o f th is  study strongly supports 

the idea that competence in heterosexual re lationships can be 

increased through spec ific  interpersonal s k i l l  tra in in g . In 

determining possible explanations fo r  why spec ific  interpersonal
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s k i l l  tra in ing  would increase perceived heterosexual competence, 

i t  is  a worthwhile approach to examine possible linkages between 

each o f the two types o f tra in ing  programs and some o f the 

theoretica l predictions o f how competence can be increased.

The se lf-d isc losure  and empathy s k i l l  tra in in g  can be 

viewed as an operationa liza tion o f Weinstein's (1970) pro­

position tha t competence in  re lationships can be increased 

through increasing (a) the role taking (empathic) a b i l i t ie s ,

(b) the behavioral repertories, and (c) the intrapersonal re­

sources tha t enable one to se lect and implement tac tics  most 

appropriate to the interpersonal task. I t  should be noted 

that Avery e t a l . (in  press) reported that the couples trained in 

RE s ig n if ic a n tly  improved in  behaviorally demonstrating the 

se lf-d isc los in g  and empathic modes o f communication, ind ica ting  

an increase in empathic a b i l i t y  and also an increased reper­

to ire  o f behaviors. An interpersonal task o f the p a rtic ipa tin g  

couples was to be tte r understand th e ir  re la tionsh ip . Accomplish­

ment o f th is  task is  dependent not only upon a desire to do so, 

but also upon th e ir  intrapersonal resources o f self-understanding 

and the a b il i ty  to empathize. The tra in ing  program provided a 

spec ific  structure fo r  improving upon the intrapersonal resources 

that are essential to the task accomplishment. For instance, • 

a major focus o f the tra in ing  fo r  the Speaker mode was to teach



ind iv idua ls to separate th e ir  own thoughts and feelings about a 

topic from objective fa c t and also projected feelings o f th e ir  

partner, thereby increasing the potentia l o f self-understanding. 

One possible explanation fo r  the s ig n if ic a n t results tha t were 

obtained from the se lf-d isc losure  and empathy tra in ing  is that 

the program has the spe c ific  a ffe c t o f increasing the s k i l ls  that 

Weinstein considered to be essential to increasing interpersonal 

competence, thereby providing some support to his proposition.

The positive  findings that were obtained from the general 

communication and problem-solving s k i l l  tra in ing  possibly could 

be linked to the A r g y r i s (1965) proposition that interpersonal 

competence can be increased by (a) increasing the awareness o f 

relevant (e ffec ting ) factors o f the problem s itu a tio n , (b) re­

solving re la tionsh ip  problems so tha t they do not reoccur, and

(c) increasing negotiation s k i l ls  so tha t the problem-solving 

process does not de terio ra te . Phase I (General Communication) 

and Steps One (Exploring the problem area) and Three (Id en tify in g  

how each person contributes to the problem) o f Phase I I ,  provide 

a spec ific  structure fo r  increasing the awareness o f both partners 

o f the relevant factors o f the problem s itu a tio n . The en tire  

problem solving process is  structured so that couples mutually 

learn to resolve re la tionsh ip  problems, with an equal opportunity 

and re spo n s ib ility  to a rrive  at a so lu tion that w i l l  work fo r



both partners, thereby decreasina the like lihood  o f recurrent 

problems. Ridley et a l . (1980) reported that the couples 

trained in the mutual problem-solving process showed s ig n ifica n t 

improvement in behaviorally demonstrating the problem-solving 

steps, ind ica ting  an increase in negotiation s k i l ls .  A possible 

explanation fo r  the positive  findings is that an increase in 

interpersonal negotiation s k i l ls  w il l  have the e ffe c t o f an 

increase in perceived competency in re la tionsh ips.

The fac t tha t the re la tionsh ip  discussion group did not 

s ig n if ic a n tly  change from pretest to posttest, yet experienced 

a s lig h t drop in level o f perceived heterosexual competence is  

in te resting  to consider. I t  is  possible tha t when important 

re la tionsh ip  issues are presented to premarital couples to 

discuss, without including some form o f interpersonal s k i l l  tra in ing  

to aid in mediating the inevitab le  differences o f opinion that 

ind iv idua ls being to a re la tionsh ip , issues remain unresolved.

The fa ilu re  to resolve re la tionsh ip  issues may lead to per­

ceptions o f less competence in s ig n ific a n t re la tionsh ips.

The findings that both types o f interpersonal s k i l l  

tra in ing  had an e ffe c t on perceived heterosexual competence seems 

to indicate that a very wide range o f interpersonal behaviors 

a ffe c t perceptions o f competence. The programs were d iffe re n t in



substance yet did not produce s ig n if ic a n tly  d iffe re n t re su lts ; 

though the gains by the se lf-d isc losure  and empathy group were 

greater than the general communication and problem solving group. 

Since the investigation did not produce evidence o f d if fe re n tia l 

e ffects fo r  the two types o f interpersonal s k i l l  tra in in g  on 

perceived heterosexual competence, no recommendations can be 

made of preferences fo r e ithe r type of tra in ing  fo r the purpose 

o f enhancing perceptions of heterosexual competence. I t  is  

possible that both types o f tra in ing  can resu lt in an increase 

in perceived competence in heterosexual re la tionsh ips.

Conclusions

From previous research conducted on the two tra in ing  

programs (Avery et a l . ( in  press) and Ridley e t a l . 1980), i t  was 

demonstrated tha t the couples in both experimental groups in ­

creased th e ir  behavioral reperto ire  o f interpersonal s k i l ls .

This study revealed that the couples in both experimental groups 

increased in th e ir  perceptions o f competencey in heterosexual 

re la tionsh ips. The combination o f the above findings suggests 

that the s k i l ls  learned by the couples have a potential fo r 

generalizing to th e ir  pursuit o f heterosexual goals in l i f e  

s itua tions . The demonstration o f change in behaviors and per­

ceptions in an experimental setting is  only a f i r s t  step towards 

the study o f a more important issue, generalizations o f the s k il ls



to l i f e  s itu a tio n s . The question o f g e n e ra liza b ility , i l lu s iv e  

as i t  is ,  needs to be explored in future research. This study 

used a single class o f measurement, perceived heterosexual com­

petence, to investigate the e ffects o f interpersonal s k i l l  tra in ing  

on competence. More persuasive evidence o f tra in ing  e ffects  could 

be obtained through m ultip le  measures o f heterosexual competence, 

which are hypothesized to share th e o re tica lly  relevant components 

o f heterosexual competence.

Another question that th is  study did not address was the 

issue o f maintenance o f the gains in perceptions o f heterosexual 

competence made by the experimental groups. A follow-up study o f 

these same couples would provide information in regard to the 

issue o f maintenance. .



APPENDIX I 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA BY PERCENTAGE

Self-d isclosure
Experimental
Group

Problem-solving
Experimental
Group

College Major:

Agricu lture 1.8 .6
Arts & S ci. 9.0 16.5
Bus. Admin. ' 9.6 6.6
Education 4.8 1.2
Engineering 1.8 1.8
Home Ec. 4.2 4.8
Other .6 .6

Grade Point Average:

0.00-1.49 .6 .6
1.50-1.99 1.2 2.4
2.00-2.49 6.6 4.7
2.50-2.99 9.6 10.8
3.00-3.49 10.2 9:5
3.50-4.00 3.6 3.6
No GPA .6 1.8

Religion:

Protestant 27.1 24.7
Catholic 3.6 3.0
Jewish .0 1.2
None .6 .6
Other .6 2.4
No response

preferred 1.2 .6

Financial Support:

Savings/job 9.0 10.2
Family 21.8 21.1
Loans .6 .6
Scholarships .6 .6
Welfare .6 .0

Relationship
Discussion
Group

1.8
12.3
10.2
3.6
1.8
4.8

.6

1.2
2.4
9.6
9.6
5.4 
4.8 
1.2

27.2
4.8

.0
1.2

.6

.6

9.0
23.5

.6
1.8

.0
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Parental Income:

4.000-5,999
6.000-7,999
8.000-9,999
10.000-13,999
14.000-19,999
20.000-25,999
26.000-31,999 
Over 32,000

TOTAL

Community Size:

Suburb in Metro 
area greater 
than 2,000,000 

Suburb in Metro 
area 500,000- 
2,000,000 

Suburb in Metro 
area 100,000-
500.000 

C ity greater
than 500,000 

C ity 50,000-
500.000 

Town 10,000-
50.000

Town less than 
10,00- 

Farm, Ranch or 
open country 

TOTAL

Self-d isclosure Problem-Solving Relationship 
Experimental Experimental Discussion
Group Group Group

1.8 .0 .6
1.2 .6 .0

.6 .0 1.8
1.2 1.2 2.5
4.3 . 4.3 7.4
6.7 11.0 9.8
3.4 3.0 3.4

13.9 12.7 8.6
33.1 32.8 34.1

3.6 . 2 . 5  • 3.0

3.0 4.8 4.8

1.2 2.5 . .0

4 . 2  • .6  1. 2

9.6 10.2 12.7

4.2 3.0 5.4

6.0 6.7 6.0

.6 2.4 1.8
32.4 32.7 34.9



APPENDIX I I

THE PETERMAN-RIDLEY HETEROSEXUAL 
COMPETENCY SCALE

(Peterman and Ridley, 1976)

D irections: For each item, blacken in the appropriate space on

the answer sheet which corresponds with the le t te r

o f the response which is  most appropriate fo r  you.

A B C D E
NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS

1. I find  myself being more at ease with 
members of the opposite sex.

2. When I am with a member o f the opposite 
sex, I have trouble find ing things to 
say.

3. I have trouble expressing negative
feelings I may have toward a close
friend  o f the opposite sex.

4. I t  seems that the people o f the
opposite sex I am attracted to are
not attracted to me.

5. I find  myself unable to s ta rt a new 
re la tionsh ip  with someone of the 
opposite sex.

6. I am able to maintain close 
relationships with someone of the 
opposite sex.

7. I feel capable o f entering in to  a 
love re la tionsh ip  with someone of 
the opposite sex.

8. My re lationships with people o f the 
opposite sex tend to be marked by 
c o n f lic t  and negative feelings on 
both sides.
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A B C D E

A B C D E

A B C D E

A B C D E

A B C D E

A B C D E

A B C D E

A B C D E



48

9. I am comfortable when I te l 1 my close
friends o f the opposite sex how I feel
about them. A B C D E

10. Confusion about where I stand on 
issues lik e  sex and m orality give 
me trouble in my relationships with
members o f the opposite sex. A B C D E

11. I t  is  d i f f ic u l t  fo r  me to get close
to someone o f the opposite sex. A B C D E

12. In my re lationships with people o f 
the opposite sex, we fin d  we cannot
get along with each other. A B C D E

13. I have trouble ta lk ing  about my 
sexual feelings w ith someone of
the opposite sex. A B C D E

14. I l ik e  the way I s ta rt new 
re lationships with members o f
the opposite sex. A B C D E

15. In my re lationships w ith members 
o f the opposite sex, I find  that I 
am successful in working out con­
f l ic t s  tha t might come up between
myself and my partner. A B C D E

16. There seems to be something about 
the way I act that turns people
o f f  o f the opposite sex. A B C D E

17. I feel comfortable and s k i l l f u l
w ith the way I have come to manage 
the physical side o f my re la tio n ­
ships with members o f the opposite sex. A B C D E

18. I have trouble expressing positive  
feelings I may have toward someone
of the opposite sex. A B C D E

19. I know how members of the opposite 
sex feel about me. A B C D E
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20. I worry about whether I can a ttra c t
someone o f the opposite sex to me
so that we can try  to get a
re la tionsh ip  started.

21. I have trouble in it ia t in g  con­
versation with a person o f the 
opposite sex whom I have never 
talked w ith  before.

22. I feel nervous or tense when I am 
with someone of the opposite sex.

23. When a re la tionsh ip  with a person 
of the opposite sex, I am able to 
understand th e ir  needs.

24. I have trouble understanding
what my close friends o f the 
opposite sex te l l  me about how 
they feel toward me. A B C D E

25. I am able to do what must be done 
to have a close re la tionsh ip  with
someone o f the opposite sex. A B O D E

26. I.tend to feel awkward when ju s t
s ta rting  a new re la tionsh ip  with
someone o f the opposite sex. A B O D E

27. Members o f the opposite sex find
me in te resting  to be w ith . A B O D E

A B O D E

A B O D E

A B O D E

A B O D E
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APPENDIX I I I

DESCRIPTION OF BEHAVIORAL ASSESSMENT OF THE 
GENERAL COMMUNICATION AND PROBLEM SOLVING 

TRAINING
(Ridley and H a rre ll, 1976)

DIRECTIONS (Part A): Read and Follow ATI Steps Carefully
Before Beginning

1. Read ca re fu lly  the s itua tion  described on the next page.

2. Assume you are the male or female who is described.

3. Spend up to 20 minutes on the c o n flic t s itu a tion . Try
to put yourse lf in to  the s itua tion  as i f  i t  is  ac tua lly  occurring 
between you and your partner, and decide how you and your partner 
w il l  handle the issue. Use the best s k il ls  you can to solve i t  
so i t  is  not l ik e ly  to recur again. Remember to t ry  to develop 
a spec ific  solution to the problem. Be sure to avoid saying "tha t 
couple" or "they", make i t  your problem.

4. A fte r ta lk ing  about the above problem with your partner, each of 
you should answer the question on page 3. Answer the question in ­
dependently o f your partner and do not share your answer with him 
or her. ■

DIRECTIONS (Part B): Read and Follow A ll Directions Carefully
Before Beginning

1. We would lik e  you and your partner to try  to solve a disagreement 
which you both feel is  a problem in your re la tionsh ip . On the 
forms you f i l le d  out la s t week, you both indicated tha t_________

° _  was at least a s lig h t problem in your re-
1ationship. Spend up to 20 minutes working on th is  problem. Once 
again, use your best s k i l ls  to come up with a so lu tion . Be as 
spec ific  as you can about the problem and develop a specific  so lu tion .

2. A fte r ta lk ing  about the above problem with your partner, each of 
you should answer the question on page 4. Answer the question in ­
dependently o f your partner and do not share your answer with him 
or her.

3. Be sure to w rite  your name on pages 3 and 4. Ignore other two 
spaces.

50



51

MALE

You and your g ir lf r ie n d  have been dating fo r  about a year, 

but as o f yet have no d e fin ite  plans fo r  marriage. The weekend is 

coming up. The two o f you are s it t in g  down one evening discussing 

what to do on Saturday n ight.

Your high school friends are having a reunion party at your 

old g ir lf r ie n d 's  house. You re a lly  enjoy partying with them and 

usually do once a week. You rea lize  that your g ir lf r ie n d  does not 

enjoy being around your old g ir lf r ie n d ,  and when she is ,  i t  causes 

a s tra in  on your own re la tionsh ip . But you feel that since you and 

your old g ir lf r ie n d  are " ju s t fr ie n d s ", i t  shouldn't matter.

Just as you are about to te l l  her that you th ink i t  is a 

good idea fo r  you both to go to the party, she suggests tha t you go 

to dinner and a show.
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NAME:______  . FORM: TEST:

PROBLEM SOLVING SOLUTIONS RATING 

As a resu lt o f th is  discussion, to what degree do you th ink th is  

solution would become more or less o f a problem? Place a check 

in one o f the spaces below, closest to the statement which ex­

presses your opinion.



APPENDIX IV

GENERAL COMMUNICATION AND 
PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS TRAINING 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SCORING BEHAVIORAL DATA

(Ridley and H a rre ll, 1976)

INTRODUCTION

You w il l  score each tape and each partner fo r the follow ing 

behavioral un its :

1. Involvement in completing p-s steps. Statements which 

are id e n tif ie d  as included in the d e fin it io n  o f each 

step.

2. General communication s ty le .

a. " I messages"

b. summary statements

c. open questions

Involvement in the p-s steps. Involvement is intended to assess 

how well couples have learned to p-s steps by determining: a) do they 

include the steps in th e ir  in te raction  about a problem, and b) how 

involved they get in each step as indicated by the amount o f in te raction  

that can be c la ss ifie d  as a part o f the d e fin itio n  o f the step. Only 

steps 2 through 8 w il l  be scored.

General communication s ty le . General communication sty le  w il l  

be assessed according to the spec ific  s k i l ls  taught in the p-s 

sessions. Each time the s k i l l  is  used i t  w il l  be counted irrespective  

o f the steps.
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Procedures fo r  coding involvement in p-s steps

Each coder w i l l  memorize the complete de fin it ions  of each step 

as described in "Mutual P-S S k i l ls :  Rationale Summary and Description 

o f 10 Essential Steps" and elaborated in subsequent sessions. After 

the steps are completely memorized and understood, coders can begin 

scoring tapes. To determine a person's involvement in a step, your 

task is to score whether or not each partner makes statements that 

can be c lass if ied  as included in the de f in it io n  of that step. Count 

the number of statements made by the male and female that address 

the de f in it io n  of that step. For each statement that meets d e f i­

n it iona l requirements make a check on the scoring sheet which 

corresponds to the step being scored.

Involvement indicators fo r  Step 2: Explore problem area. A

couple is given cred it fo r  using th is  step i f  e ither partner:

1. makes a statement recognizing the esistence of.a problem, 

fo r example something that is bothering one or both partners.

Credit w i l l  be gievn fo r  these:

- " I think we have a problem w i th . . . "
- "We would get along better i f . . . "
- " I do not l ik e  i t  when yo u .. ."
- "You are always la te"

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

- "We do not have any problems"
- "You are late sometimes, but i t  is not a problem" (cred it 

would not be given fo r  th is  statement UNLESS they state at a 
la te r  time that being la te  is something they are going to 
work on)
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2. makes a statement describing the nature of the problem 

th is  could be expressed feeling about the problem, or behaviors that 

contribute to the problem.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- "I feel worried when yo u ..."
- " I  would l ik e  fo r  you to ca ll me more often"
- "When you get drunk I am scared"
- "You do that every time we are together"

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

- " I 'do  not have any feelings about that"
- " I t  does not make any difference what I think anyway"

3. makes a statement discussing the effects of the problem 

on se lf  or partner, not the effects on someone else.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- " I  seem to be emotionally removed from you when..."
- "You always get mad when I . . . "
- "When you do not keep up with your work I g e t . . . "

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

- "When you w i l l  not come home with me my parents g e t . . . "
- "Nothing I do seems to e ffec t you"

Involvement indicators fo r  Step 3: Define problem in re­

lationship terms. A couple is given c red it fo r  using th is  step i f  e ither 

partner makes a "we" type statement concerning a shortcoming of the 

re la tionsh ip , or states what they see as the problem and the other 

agrees. I t  is important that both partners agree that they can benefit 

from the solution.
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Credit w i l l  be given fo r:

- " I t  would probably be a good thing i f  w e "
- "Do you think we would get along better i f  w e "
- "We can not seem to agree on when to go to church"

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r :

- Person A: " I  want you to go to the church with me more often"
Person B: "Yes, I probably should"

- Person A: "We seem to have a problem o f _______ __"
Person B: "No that is not rea lly  a problem"

Involvement indicators fo r  Step 4: Iden tify  how each person 

contributes to problem. In order to receive c red it  fo r  th is  step each 

partner must state how he/she contributes to the problem (own some 

respons ib il i ty  fo r  the problem). Clues to th is are statements that begin 

with "I say" or "I do".

Credit w i l l  be given fo r :

- " I  contribute to the problem by. . . "
- "Maybe i t  is because I te l l  you one thing and do the opposite"
- "When I do not answer you we seem to . . . "

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r:

- "You never suggest any places to go"
- "I contribute l i t t l e  to this problem"

Involvement indicators fo r  Step 5: State the goal. A couple

gets c re d it  fo r  th is step i f  e ither partner indicates what they want to

see happen more often or less o fte n . The statement needs to be specif ic  

to indicate more or less o f g behavior — to say or do more. I f  the 

goal statement is too general to be implemented do not give c red it. .
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Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- "We want to increase the number of times we t e l l . . . "
- "We want to c r i t ic iz e  each other less often"
- "We want to be more affectionate with each other"

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

- "We want more love in our re lationship"
- "We want to be happy"

Involvement indicators fo r Step 6: Generate a lternative 

so lutions. In order to get cred it fo r  th is  step the couple must 

generate at least two alternatives to acheive the goal. One person 

can generate two alternatives or each partner can generate one. 

Credit w i l l  be given fo r these:

- "You could smoke only two cigarettes a night when we are 
together"

- " I could t e l l . . . "
- "We could go to church more often together"
- " I w i l l  ca ll you ..."  (accepted only i f  stated ten ta tive ly)

Credit w i11 not be given fo r  these:

- " I am going to s to p . . ."
- " I f  I do . . .  you have to d o .. ."

Involvement indicators fo r Step 7: Evaluate a lternative

so lu tion . In order to c re d it ,  e ither one or both partners must 

evaluate at least one a lternative. Evaluation consists o f comments

regarding: a) good an/or bad po in ts ; b) fe a s ib i l i t y ,  l i k e a b i l i t y ,  or 

appeal; and c) degree to which i t  accomplishes goal.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- "That would work out well"
- "Oh yuk"
- "That w i l l  not solve our problem"
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Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

- " I  am not convinced about that a lternative"
- "I do not know i f  we can do that or not"

Involvement indicators fo r  Step 8: Select best so lu t ion . In

order to receive cred it fo r  th is  step at least two specifics (who 

w i l l  do what, when, where and how often) must be stated fo r  each

partner. Agreement on the solution must be im p l ic i t  - -  i . e . ,  no

overt disagreement; they progress through th is  step. I t  is 

acceptable fo r one partner to say i t  fo r  both partners i f  they 

agree. The in tent of th is  step is that the couple is clear about 

what they w i l l  be doing to implement the solution.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- "I w i l l  ca ll you once every two days"
- " I would l ik e  fo r  you to call me one time every two 

days (Partner A)
- "OK, I w i l l  do that" (Partner B)
- "We w i l l  go to church together every other week 

(Partner A)
- " I agree" (Partner B)

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r these:

- "A lr igh t we both know what we w i l l  do"
- "A lr ig h t ,  I w i l l  touch you more often"

Procedures fo r coding general communication style

Before s ta rt ing  to code fo r  the general communication s k i l ls  

( " I  messages, summaries, and open questions) make sure you have the 

de fin it ions  memorized. " I messages" and summary statements are de­

fined in Step 1 o f the Mutual Problem Solving handout and i l lu s tra te d
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in subsequent class sessions. Open questions are explained and 

i l lu s tra te d  in the Class 2 handout and repeated in several classes 

thereafter.

"I messages". The in tent in scoring fo r  "I messages" is to 

determine the frequency with which the couples own (take respons ib il i ty  

fo r) th e ir  feelings and or behavior. As you know, couples sometimes 

zonk each other with a "you statement" hidden in what appears to be 

an " I message". Therefore, your task is to count the " I  messages" 

made from the beginning of the tape to the end (both role play and 

real l i f e )  fo r  each partner — excluding hidden you statements.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r these:

- " I maintain the problem b y . . . "
- " I  leave my things on the f lo o r"
- " I t  hurts"
- " I  get angry when you leave things around" (a feeling 

statement followed by a descriptive "you message" w i l l  be 
counted as an " I  message")

- " I  l ike  that"

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

" I feel that you. . . "
- "I feel that i t . . . "
- " I  get angry when you are sloppy" (a feeling statement

followed by an evaluative "you statement" w i l l  not count)
- " I would l ike  to know more about how you fe e l"

Summary statements. The in tent here is to score fo r  frequency 

o f summary statements, and not fo r  th e ir  a b i l i t y  to re f le c t  deep level 

feelings. As above, you w i l l  count the summary statements from 

beginning to end of the tape. A summary statement constitutes
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repeating information stated by one's partner — adding no new in ­

formation , need not be complete, of high qua lity  or accurate to be 

acceptable.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- "You feel th a t . . . "
- "That rea lly  hurts you" (a good re flec tion  that labels the 

feelings but does not necessarily repeat content)

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

- "Are you say ing..."  (summary statement)

Open questions. The use o f open questions w i l l  be counted from

beginning to end of tape. At th is  time we are not as concerned with

whether the question is d irec t or in d irec t.  The c r i te r ia  you should 

use in evaluating a question is whether i t  can be answered with yes or 

no or  other specific  requested information. I f  i t  can, do not then give 

cred it fo r  an open question.

Credit w i l l  be given fo r  these:

- " I  would l ik e  to know more about your feelings"
-"What do you think about that?"
- " I  wonder what that does to you?"
- " I  am interested in your feelings on th is  issue"
-"You might te l l  me how you feel about that"

Credit w i l l  not be given fo r  these:

" I  wonder i f  you l ike  that or not"
- "You do not l ik e  i t  when I do tha t,  do you"
- "You do not re a l ly  want to leave me, do you"
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COUPLE INTERVIEW FORM 
SELF-DISCLOSURE AND EMPATHY SKILL TRAINING PROGRAM

(Ridley and Avery, 1976)

Directions: Please read and fo llow a l l  d irections carefu lly .

In th is  part of the interview, we would l ik e  you to discuss 

the following topic:

"What would you l ik e  to change in your partner"

One person w i l l  be the speaker and w i l l  ta lk  about what they 

want to change in th e ir  partner, while the other partner w i l l  be the 

l is tene r. The conversation should continue fo r  about 5 minutes, or 

un ti l  the speaker has completed the discussion. At that time you 

should reverse roles and the l is tene r w i l l  now be the speaker and 

ta lk  about what they would l ik e  to change in th e ir  partner. The 

orig ina l speaker w i l l  now be the l is te n e r.  As before, the con­

versation should las t about 5 minutes, or u n t i l  the speaker has 

completed the discussion.
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APPENDIX VI

SELF-DISCLOSURE AND EMPATHY SKILL TRAINING 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR SCORING BEHAVIORAL DATA

(Guerney, 1977, pp. 364-365; pp. 371-372.)

The Acceptance of Other Scale (AOS)

The Acceptance o f Other Scale or AOS (sometimes referred to 

as the Listener Acceptance Scale or LAS) was developed by L i l l ia n  

Stover, Bernard Guerney, J r . ,  Barry Ginsberg, and Stephen Schlein.

I t  is designed to measure the understanding and acceptance conveyed 

by one person (the responder) in his verbal responses to a commu­

nication from another (the other).

The scale gives primary weight to empathy as a form of 

acceptance, and to those responses that encourage the other to 

fo llow his own line  o f thought. I t  assesses the responder's 

s e n s it iv i ty  to the other's phenomenological f ie ld ;  his willingness 

to stay w ith in the boundaries defined by the other's phenomenological 

f ie ld ;  and his s e n s it iv i ty  to the fee lings, needs, and motivations 

o f the other as these have been expressed both by the other's words 

and*manner. The guiding question in i t s  development was "What 

would be the best and worst responses that could be made to 

another's statement by a Rogerian psychotherapist?" I t  is an 

e ight-po int scale wherein the lowest level of responses are 

argumentative and accusative; the middle range of responses are 

ordinary social conversation; and the highest level o f responses 

are ones that convey complete empathic acceptance of the other 

person.
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The scale can be used with the response un it defined in two 

ways: (1) an a rb itra ry  un it of time (we found one minute of con­

versation reasonable), or (2) a statement of the person being rated 

which is made between two statments by another. The la t te r  is our 

preferred method fo r  most applications.

i

Acceptance of Other Scale Continuum — Values from 8 to 1.

8. Verbally re flec ts(s ta tes) the deepest feelings expressed 

by the other. Also, content, i f  any accurately re flec ts  the main 

thrust o f the other's meaning. A highly empathic response.

7. Recognizing feelings with fu l l  attention to mood, but 

not conveying s e n s it iv i ty  to level of in te ns ity , or not responding 

fu l l y  to the s ig n if ican t feelings. Also, content, i f  any, is in 

accord with main thrust of the other's meaning.

6. A paraphasing o f content that is in accord with the main 

thrust of the other's meaning. Acceptant, accurate, but not stating 

any feeling of the other.

5. The attempt to "stay with" the other is c lear, but the 

response goes astray. The following are examples of ways in which 

the response may stray away from one that focuses f u l l y  on /the  

other's own thoughts and momentum: (a) questioning in an attempt to 

get an elaboration of the other's thoughts; (b) giving a suggestion 

about the other's in ten t that has been implied by the other; or 

(c) a response that has the e ffec t of infusing ideas d if fe re n t from the 

other's .



4. Nonaccusative social conversation. Responding to one's 

own ideas a fte r  the fashion o f typical social discourse. ( A ha lf 

minute o f to ta l verbal silence is scored here. Under certain 

circumstances, "Yes" or "uhm uhm" and responses of th is  nature 

are also scored here — see guidelines).

3. Directing. Moderately c r i t ic a l  in tone, but not abusive. 

Taking the lead. Giving suggestions. Although statements are not 

presented as being in d irec t opposition, the statement has the e ffec t 

o f in te r jec t ing  thoughts that are in opposition to those expressed 

by the other. Questioning in order to defend one's own point of view

2. Open disagreements with content expressed by the other, 

contrary statements. Statements suggestive of boredom, inc redu lity ,  

re je c t io n , disgust, d isb e lie f ,  and so on.

1. Strongly agrumentative. Accusative. Openly rejecting 

the other person or that person's rights to have the feelings he 

has expressed. Abusive. Demanding. Angry.

Guidelines fo r  using the Acceptance o f Other Scale and 

r e l ia b i l i t y  and v a l id i ty  information about the scale can be obtained 

from Relationship Enhancement, Bernard G. Guerney, Jr. (Ed.), San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977.

The Self-Feeling Awareness Scale (SFAS)

The Self-Feeling Awareness Scale, or SFAS, was developed by 

L i l l ia n  Stover, Bernard Guerney, J r . ,  Barry Ginsberg, and Stephen 

Schlein. The person being rated is referred to as the Self or



Speaker. (The scale has also been referred to as the Speaker- 

Feeling Awareness Scale.) The person being spoken to is referred 

to as the Listener. I f  the scale is used in a group context and 

the speaker addresses more than one person, a separate score is 

used fo r  each person spoken to d ire c t ly .  The SFAS is designed to 

measure the speaker's feelings awareness, stated in subjective terms. 

I t  was designed with th is  question in mind: What kinds o f statements 

are most (and least) l ik e ly  to lead to another to respond in 

terms o f the speaker's phenomenology rather than to some other 

aspect of his statement? The SFAS is an e ight-po in t scale in 

which: A high-level statement includes important feelings put in 

subjective terms; a middle-level statement in ordinary social con­

versation; and a low-level statement is one that emphasizes the 

^e ffic ienc ies o f oneself or another without the speaker acknowledging 

his feelings or the subjective nature of his perceptions.

Self-Feeling Awareness Scale Continuum - Values from 8 to 1.

8. D irectly  stating as one's own ( “owning")deep or long­

standing feelings about s e lf  or partner what are positive or negative. 

The feelings are not expressed in d ire c t ly ;  they are designated by 

name ( fo r  example, angry, happy, depressed).

7. Owning feelings about s e l f  or partner at a more guarded 

level or in less emotional terms.
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6. Owning thoughts, in te res ts , values of s e lf  or the 

l is tene r. Feelings are not expressed except in fe re n t ia l ly .

5. Making comments or statements about se lf  or the l is tener 

of an abstract or descriptive nature (not owning them). Simple 

agreements or disagreements.

4. Making social conversation not about se lf  or the lis tene r.

(A ha lf minute of complete silence is also scored here.)

3. Making suggestions in a negative or positive manner to 

influence behavior of partner. Rejecting ideas put fo rth  by the 

l is tene r.

2. Giving d irections. Making demands. Being m ild ly accusative. 

M ild ly attacking or praising se lf  or the l is tener without owning 

feelings.

1. Strongly a ttacking, accusing or praising se lf  or the 

l is tene r without owning feelings.

Guidlelines focusing the Self-Feeling Awareness Scale and 

r e l ia b i l i t y  and v a l id i ty  information about the scale can be obtained 

from Relationship Enhancement, Bernard Guerney, Jr. (Ed.), San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977.



APPENDIX V I I

RELATIONSHIP DISCUSSION GROUP COURSE DESCRIPTION:
COURTSHIP AND MARRIAGE

Text: Saxton, L. The ind iv idua l, marriage and the family Belmont,
Californ ia: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1972.

Course T i t le  and Catalogue Description

Courtship and Marriage (3:3:0). Designed to consider the

role o f interpersonal relationships o f dating, courtship and marriage.

Course Objectives

The primary objectives of th is  course were to:

1. F ac il i ta te  awareness and acceptance of new ideas 

concerning courtship, marriage, and sexuality.

2. Provide exposure to the l i te ra tu re  concerning 

these areas.

3. Fac i l i ta te  the examination o f personal values, 

a tt itudes, ideas, expectations, and assumptions.

4. Encourage sharing and expression of feelings to 

others about the various subjects that w i l l  be 

dealt with.

Course Outline

Week 1 - Getting acquainted 

Week 2 - Course expectations 

Week 3 - Love in a Paired Relation
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Week 4 - Dating and Mate Selection

Week 5 - The In s t i tu t io n  of Marriage and Open Marriage

Week 6 - C onflic t and Adjustment in Marriage

Week 7 - The Paired Relation in a Mass Society

Week 8 - Human Sexuality: Basic Responses

Week 9 - Nature of the Family

Week 10 - Spring Break

Week 11 - Reproduction: The Biological Basis o f the Family

Week 12 - The Family with Small Children

Week 13 - Marriage under Special Circumstances

Week 14 - The Economics of Marriage

Week 15 - Alternatives to Marriage

Evaluations

Three exams w i l l  be given that consist of 40 m ultip le choice 

questions. Make-up exams w i l l  be essay-type - 4 questions on each 

test - one from each chapter.
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RIDLEY AND HARRELL MUTUAL 
PROBLEM SOLVING STEPS

(Ridley and H arre ll,  1976)

Ten Essential Steps in Mutual Problem Solving:

1. Listen ca re fu lly  and express own feelings

2. Explore problem area

3. Locate and define problem in relationship terms

4. Iden tify  how each partner contributes to problem

5. State goal ( in  terms of more o f or less of specific 

behavior)

6. Generate a lternative solutions

7. Evaluate a lternative solutions ( in  terms of goal and

personal values)

8. Select best solution

9. Implement solution

10. Evaluate progress

Explanation of Mutual Problem Solving Steps

Step 1. Listen care fu lly  and express own feelings.

This step involves a s k i l l f u l  sty le  of communication which w i l l  
be used in a l l  o f the problem solving steps. You may even find these 
lis ten ing  and expressing s k i l ls  useful in your everyday conversations. 
This step is structured so that at one time, one person is speaking and 
one person is l is ten ing . The person whb is speaking expresses his/her
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thoughts and/or feelings on a topic. I t  is important that the speaker 
own his/her feelings and not ta lk  about something someone else feels 
or believes. For example: "I feel pleased when y o u . . . . "  This is in 
contrast to: "You don't mind putting things o f f . . . . "  While one per­
son speaks, the other person lis tens very care fu lly  and then lets the 
speaker know they understood him/her. This is accomplished by the 
lis tene r summarizing the speaker's message. After the speaker indicates 
the l is te n e r 's  summary was accurate, the partners reverse roles and 
one speaks while the other l is tens and summarizes. Once the summarizing 
s k i l l  is learned, the roles of speaker and l is tene r can change very 
quickly - even every sentence or so i f  desired.

Step 2. Explore the problem area.

This step involves a discussion about what is bothering one
or both partners. The discussion should be characterized by each per­
son saying how they see the s ituation and disclosing th e ir  feelings 
about i t .  Problems which are selected to be discussed and explored 
should meet these conditions: (a) be relevant, here and now - in
other words, something which has some impact on you in the present, 
not las t week, year, e tc . ,  or (b) i f  i t  is a problem from the past, i t  
should be having some impact on you now. Old problems which have been 
put to rest should stay there - i f  they are resting. The important
goal in th is  step is fo r  both partners to explore and express the ir
feelings about the problem area.

Example of Steps 1 and 2:

Person A, Speaker: " I 've  been bothered la te ly  because we
haven't been spending much time together. I wonder 
why we don't go out and have good times."

Person B, Listener: "You don't l ik e  i t  because we don't do
more things togehter."

Person A, Speaker: Nods, to indicate the summary was accurate.

Step 3: Define problem in relationship terms.

A fte r exploring the problem area, i t  is important to determine 
i f  i t s  something that affects both persons and both persons would l ike  
to see solved. This is in contrast to an individual complaint or an 
individual request fo r  change. This also means that one partner may 
have a greater investment in the outcome than the other partner - " I  
know th is  bothers me more than i t  does you but I sense you might also 
be happier i f  we resolved i t . "  In order to be a true re lationship 
problem, both persons must see some benefit in solving i t .  I t  takes
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special e f fo r t  fo r  two persons to see that many problems do in fact 
a ffec t both of them. I f  the problem affects both persons, i t  is a 
relationship problem and requires that both persons work on solving 
i t .  The outcome of th is  step should be that both partners genuinely
agree to work together toward the solution.

■ Example of Step 3:

Person A, Problem: "I'm afra id to te l l  you how I feel about
you and that i f  I do, we w i l l  spend even less time 
together."

Person B, Problem: " I think i f  I ask you out more often you
w i l l  get the wrong idea and I don't want that to
happen."

General Relationship Problem: "We don't communicate c learly
and then we're confused."

Specific Relationship Problem: "We don't te l l  each other
our honest feelings about each other, and what we 
want from each other."

Step 4: Iden tify  how each person contributes to the problem.

I f  We have a problem, i t  follows that i am probably doing some­
thing that helps maintain i t .  Frequently persons in a relationship 
are not aware of th e ir  own contributions, and even i f  they are, most 
find i t  d i f f i c u l t  to admit when problems arise. When a person hears 
his/her partner own some respons ib il i ty  fo r  a problem, th is  seems to 
signal a willingness to cooperate and the mutual problem solving 
process usually moves more quickly a fte r  th is  point. I t  is important 
in th is  step, as in the ones which fo llow , fo r  each partner to be 
very specif ic . Identify ing how each partner contributes to a problem, 
helps the pair know what behaviors need to be changed to resolve the 
problem.

Example o f Step 4:

Partner A :"I contribute to th is  problem by hiding my feelings. 
When you don't call me or come over, I t e l l  you 
tha t 's  o . k . , but I don't rea l ly  mean i t . "

Partner B:"I contribute to the problem by te l l in g  you I have a 
lo t  of studying to do and papers to w r ite ,  even though 
I'm not going to work on them."
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Step 5: State the goal ( in  terms o f behaviors to increase or
decrease)!

Once the re lationship problem has been iden tif ied  and each 
partner has id e n tif ied  what he/she does to help maintain i t ,  the pair 
then states what th e ir  goal is . In other words, they determine what 
they want to see happen more often or less often. In order to make 
th is  process work, the goal must be stated to indicate what behaviors 
need to increase or decrease. Do not be vague; i f  you are, you w i l l  
not know what needs to be changed. .

Example of Step 5:

Relationship Goal: We want to increase the number of
times we te l l  each other honestly what we want and 
how we fe e l .

Step 6: Generate a lternative so lu tions.

• Once each person has iden tif ied  how he/she contributes to 
maintaining the problem and a goal is set, i t  is time to locate 
some a lte rnative  ways of achieving i t .  Each partner iden tif ies  
several specific  behaviors he/she might change. I t  is also im­
portant to generate more than ju s t  one solution. Be creative, 
humorous and exploring. Remember, the a lternative solutions nned 
to be specif ic .

Example of Step 6:

Partner A :"I could phone you once a week and ask you to do some­
th ing ." " I could te l l  you how I feel about several 
s ituations I have been involved in once a week."

Partner B :"I could in i t ia te  a discussion with you at some time 
when we are together to ta lk  about when I would l ike  
to get together again.1
"I could te l l  you one feeling I am feeling toward you 
each time we are together."

Step 7: Evaluate a lternative so lu tions.

A lternative solutions should not be evaluated u n t i l l  each person 
has finished l is t in g  several. Waiting to be evaluated helps each 
person feel free to make suggestions and increase the changes that more 
and better solutions w i l l  be created. Alternatives should be evaluated 
using two c r i t e r ia : (a) w i l l  i t  help achieve the goal and solve the 
problem?; and (b) is i t  consistent with my values and resources? In 
other words, w i l l  i t  help solve the problem, and can I carry i t  o f f  
and l iv e  with i t?
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Example of Step 7:

In view of the re lationship goal set in the beginning example,
a lternative #1 would not achieve the goal, whereas the other
three may do so. Each partner has to ask himself, "How do I
feel about doing th is  a lternative and can I do i t? "

Step 8. Select best so lu tion .

This follows natura lly  from the previous one but requires some 
additional work. I t  is necessary to determine the specifics — who 
w i l l  do what, when, where, and how often? At f i r s t  th is  seems l ike
busy work to some persons, but there are some very important reasons
fo r agreeing on ju s t  how the solution is to be implemented. The main 
reason fo r  being very specific  is to maintain clear communication. I f  
one partner does not understand precisely what his/her partner plans 
to do, he/she may inaccurately expect a behavior to occur, and when 
i t  does not,feel disappointed, and hurt feelings can be avoided by 
both partners agreeing who w i l l  do what and when. A second reason fo r  
being specific  is so you can evaluate your progress. As a couple 
you may discover that you.do not need to be as specific  as th is  step 
requires - -  e .g .,  you are very successful in carrying out your solutions. 
We would l ik e  you to prove th is  to yourselves f i r s t  through using th is  
step and having success experiences.

Example of Step 8:

Partner A; " I  w i l l  in i t ia te  a discussion with you once 
each time we are together, and ta lk  honestly
about when I would l ik e  to see you again."

Partner B: " I  w i l l  state my honest feelings toward you
once each time we are together."

Step 9: Implement the so lu t ion .

A new so lution, to a problem should be implemented long enough 
to convince you that i t ' s  working or i t ' s  not going to work. How 
long you t ry  w i l l  depend on the opportunity the behaviors have to 
occur. I f  they could occur several times per week, two weeks may be 
a s u f f ic ie n t t r i a l  period. I f  the behaviors are l ik e ly  to occur 
in frequently , the t r i a l  period should of course be lengthened. In
any case, both partner need to agree on the period of time whey w i l l
implement th e ir  new solution. Both persons must realize that new ways 
o f behaving are not necessarily easy - -  changing a re la tionship fo r  the 
better requires considerable e f fo r t ,  but the payoff fo r  being success­
fu l is very great.
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Step 10: Evaluate progress.

At the agreed upon time a fte r  the solution has been im­
plemented fo r  several days or weeks, both partners should discuss 
and evaluate th e ir  progress. These questions need to be answered: 
(1) Did we do what we agreed to do?; (2) I f  yes, do we think i t  
achieved our goal and do we want to continue with these behaviors?; 
(3) I f  no, what went wrong? I f  the goal was not achieved, the 
partners should return to step 5.

I



APPENDIX IX

THE MODES OF SELF-DISCLOSURE 

(Ridley and Avery, 1976)

Explanation of the Speaker Mode:

In the Speaker Mode you are in fu l l  control of the topic to be 

discussed. You attempt to discuss the issue with an active awareness 

that you are seeing i t  from you own vantage point, and that others, 

especially your partner, may well perceive i t  d i f fe re n t ly .  Therefore 

you t ry  to be careful to state things in terms of your own perceptions 

rather than stating them as i f  they represented a re a l i ty  which should 

be as apparent to your partner as i t  is to you. Stating things'as 

being your own individual perception, is especially important whenever 

you are discussing an issue on which you may disagree. A vast amount 

of energy is wasted and much f r ic t io n  and heat - -  without l ig h t  - -  is 

created when couples argue about the tru th  or v a l id i ty  of th e ir  p a r t i ­

cular perceptions. Most often what is important is  not the "tru th" 

which cannot rea lly  be determined in most situations involving in te r ­

personal discord, but a more complete grasp of how each party sincerely 

and honestly views the s ituation in question.

Spec if ica lly , your role as Speaker w i l l  be:

1. to choose a topic which is important to your re lationship. 

The subject matter may be something pos it ive , or something problematical
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about the re la tionsh ip , or i t  may concern behaviors which you may wish 

to decrease in yourself or your partner, or behaviors which you would 

l ik e  to see developed or increased in yourself or in your partner.

2. when you ta lk  about th is  top ic , t ry  to state your view 

points in a way which acknowledges that they are s t r i c t l y  your own.

Try to avoid stating your perceptions as i f  they were objective fact.

3. above a l l ,  do not describe motivations or characteristics 

of your partner which he might find objectionable. Where your orig inal 

thoughts are along such l ines , t ry  instead to describe the behavior of 

your partner which you have in mind that gave rise to your thoughts.

Then, te l l  your partner how such behavior leads you to perceive his 

attitudes or his intentions. Or best o f a l l ,  t r y  to te l l  him what 

feelings you have when those behaviors occur.

4. eventually, also t ry  to describe what behaviors would be 

more to your own l ik in g ,  and;how those behaviors would make you fee l.

Explanation of the Empathic Responder Mode:

The word "empathy" epitomizes what you are t r y i n g  to do. "Empathy 

means essentia lly  putting yourself inside the skin o f another person and 

being able to share with them a complete understanding o f the world as 

the other person sees and feels i t . You are empathizing very w e ll,  when 

you correctly  perceive a feeling that is implied by what the speaker 

says and by the way i t  is said. The very highest level o f empathic
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understanding is reached when you have put together what the speaker 

has said and the way which i t  has been said in a way that goes beyond

the words used. You can then state a feeling fo r your partner which

re flec ts  what the speaker's feelings rea lly  are about a given s ituation 

even more accurately, or more f u l ly  than the speaker himself has been 

able to do in his own statement. You must then communicate th is  level 

of understanding, th is  deeper fee ling , to the speaker in a warm and 

accepting manner of speech. We don't mean by tha t, that you w i l l  have 

detected something which w i l l  come as a surprise to your partner, but 

rather that you've focused his or her feeling in a clearer way then

your partner has been able to do as he struggled to get at his deeper

attitudes and feelings.

When you are displaying empathic responsiveness i t  means 

automatically that there are many things which you cannot simultaneously 

do:

1. You cannot be asking your partner questions.

2. You cannot present your own opinion, perception and 

view point of what your partner is saying.

3. You must not in te rp re t things fo r  the Speaker.

4. You must not make suggestions while you are a l is tener 

about how your partner might a lte r  the s itua tion  in a 

favorable way, or solve a problem.
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5. Above a l l ,  you must avoid making judgements about what 

your partner has said.

Explanation o f the Mode Switching:

You observed when we were demonstrating the Speaker and 

Empathic Modes e a r l ie r ,  that each of us were able to switch back and 

forth  easily from one mode to the other. This is the th ird  s k i l l  that 

we w i l l  be teaching you a fte r  you begin to master the two primary 

modes. We w i l l  be teaching you the cues that you should look fo r 

with in your own mind and feelings to signal to you when the proper 

time has arrived to seek a change in your communication mode from 

Speaker to Empathic Responder or vice-versa. We w i l l  also teach you 

the cues you should look fo r in your partner's speech and behavior 

that hould serve as a signal to you that a mode switch would be 

desirable.

Explanation of the F a c i l i ta to r  Mode:

Often in psychologically oriented groups the word " fa c i l i ta to r "  

is used to designate the person in charge of the group. We do not use 

th is  term in that manner. We refer to the people in charge of the program 

or groups as the "leaders". The term fa c i l i t a to r  is reserved sp e c if i­

ca lly  fo r  the c lien ts  in the program when they are attempting to assist 

other group members to learn or practice s k i l ls .  Members are not to



as psychological or behavioral helpers or problem-solvers fo r  

others. Instead they are asked to become very active teachers and 

tra iners o f those members o f the group with whom they are not paired. 

Unrelated members at f i r s t  function as aux il ia ry  or assistant 

teachers.■ Later as the group members become more and more sk il led  

both in primary s k i l ls  and in teaching s k i l l s ,  the leader may be­

come less and less active and the primary source of supervision 

in the ski 11-practic ing and application may come from other group 

members rather than the leader.



APPENDIX X

PRETEST/POSTTEST 
UNADJUSTED MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Males
Pretest
Posttest

Females
Pretest
Posttest

Self-Disclosure 
and Empathy 
Training Group

Mean S.D.

99.75 9.43
101.71 9.99

100.17 6.82
101.88 10.30

General Com­
munication and 
Problem-Solving 
Training Group

Mean S.D.

97.67 11.34
97.79 12.20

100.04 9.48
101.38 8.90

Relationship
Discussion
Group

Mean S.D.

93.04 12.05
90.81 13.37

98.38 9.92
95.27 14.28

Total
Pretest 99.96 8.14 98.85 10.41 95.71 11.26
Posttest 101.79 10.04 99.58 10.72 93.04 13.88
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