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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to test the efficacy of a 
program designed to train premarital couples in marital problem 
solving. The Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) was used as.an inde
pendent assessment of the program’s efficiency. The results in
dicated support for the hypothesis that couples trained in the 
marital problem solving process, in contrast to a contact control 
group, would improve on a behavioral assessment of relationship 
dimensions. The experimental group was evaluated on its ability 
to increase use of work-related HIM statements, while at the same 
time decrease nonwork HIM statements. Focus on the; measurement 
of program effects, and the validity of the training program were 
the objectives of the critical examination of this paper.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In premarital relationships, as in all relationships, 
conflicts arise (Jacobson and Margolin 1979). This study ana
lyzed the methods couples use to deal with the conflicts and 
evaluates a program designed to change conflict management stra
tegies. ' In general, all conflicts are resolved by either of two 
techniques: avoidance or engagement (Rausch et al. 1974).

The difficulty with employing the method of avoidance in 
conflict management is that the problem goes untreated. It could 
resurface, and be uncontrolled, later in the relationship. In 
this method the conflict does not exist because it is not ac
knowledged. The second technique, of engaging the conflict, the 
couple treats the relationship problem by acknowledging there is 
a problem. In some cases, the couple agrees that they will dis
agree on the conflict and will not attempt to resolve it further. 
In other cases , by engaging and recognizing, the problem, there 
is another alternative, and that is to communicate about the 
problem, expressing each other's vested interest, presenting al
ternative solutions, and finally mutually resolving the conflict. 
This provides the couple with the necessary skills and communica
tion links to handle the problem now and at any time that it may
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surface. The greatest benefit in employing this alternative is 
that it adds an element of stability to the relationship and pro
vides a vehicle whereby the couple can work together for mutual 
satisfaction within the relationship (Rausch et al. 1974).

The importance of communication and problem solving 
skills training for premarital couples becomes evident when one 
reviews statistics in divorce. In 1977 the available data indi
cated that the average duration of marriages ending in divorce 
was six years. The same information indicated that 50% of those 
who would divorce would have divorced prior to their seventh wed
ding anniversary (U. S. Department of Health, Education and Wel
fare 1977). These.statistics and systematic observation of 
distressed marital couples signal a skill deficiency in marital 
problem solving (Jacobson and Margolin 1979). Premarital couples 
entering a. marital relationship could find it beneficial to seek 
some type of training in conflict resolution skills. One alter
native would be to seek aid in communication and problem solving 
skills to help manage the problems encountered in the first few 
years of marriage.

Past research on interaction with premarital and marital 
couples shows that when communication and problem solving skills 
are taught there is a significant increase in the couplers abil
ity to communicate effectively and resolve relationship problems 
(Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman 1979; Ridley et al.in press).
The goals of marital intervention research are to give couples 
the skills necessary to receive the communicated statements of



their partners with empathy and acceptance, to recognize the 
feelings involved, and simultaneously be able to state their own 
feelings.

Success in communication and problem solving intervention 
occurs when participants recognize that their individual views of 
the interpersonal interaction is subject to their own biases, and 
what is needed for resolution is to view their partner's opinion 
of the interaction objectively. Then, while considering the 
Other's point of view, they are able to express their understand
ing of the interpersonal issue.

A parallel study of the aforementioned communication and 
problem solving, strategy is the behavioral exchange program 
(Harrell and Guerney 1976). This study emphasized an educational/ 
counseling format to increase a couple's management of relation
ship conflicts through social exchange, problem solving and rein
forcement principles. The behavioral exchange program is 
intended to increase the positive feelings a couple has about 
their relationship and increase their problem solving behaviors.

Problem solving skills training focuses on the more com
plex techniques essential for managing intra-couple differences 
and conflicts. The rationale for the training is that many 
couples, especially premarital couples, lack the opportunity to 
learn to observe constructive methods of conflict management. 
Communication and problem solving skills training as developed by 
Ridley et al. (in press) involves a 10 step process in which each
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step focuses on the mutual give and take of both partners in the 
problem solving process. The 10 steps follow:

1. Listen carefully and express one's own feelings. The
first step is structured so that, at any given time, one 
person is speaking and one person is listening. The per
son who is speaking expresses his or her own thoughts.or 
feelings on a topic. It is important that the feelings 
of the speaker are ,fowned" and that discussion does not. 
center on what someone else feels or believes. While one 
person speaks, the other person listens very carefully 
and then lets the speaker know he understands. This is 
accomplished by the listener's summarizing the speaker's 
message.

2., Explore the problem area. This step is a general discus
sion of the conflict area, i.e., what is bothering either 
of the partners in the relationship. The couples focus 
on the ownership of thoughts and feelings, discussing the 
problem with the use of open,versus closed questions.

3. Define the problem in relationship terms. Through their 
discussions the couple determines if the problem affects 
both partners and if both would like to see it resolved. 
The outcome of this step should be that both parties 
agree to work toward a solution.

4. Identify each partner's contribution to the problem. . At
this point each person identifies his or her role in the



conflict, how they perceive the problem, and what their 
contributions were.

5. State a relationship goal. The couple’s present motiva
tion is to determine what they want to see happen more 
often, or less Often. The goal should be stated in terms 
of what specific behaviors need to be increased or 
decreased.

6. Generate alternative solutions: "Brain Storming." The
couple now identifies alternate solutions as possible 
solutions to the conflict area. The outcome is a list of 
mutually generated alternatives.

7. Evaluate alternative solutions. Each alternative solu
tion is evaluated as to its effectiveness in achieving 
the couple’s goals and solving the conflict. Concurrent
ly the couple must evaluate the alternative solutions 
consistently with each partner's values and resources.

8. Select the best solution. In this step the couple se
lects the best alternative solution and determines what
role each would play in its implementation. This task 
oriented activity includes assigning who will do what, 
when, where, and how often.

9. Implement the solution. A trial period is determined in
order to test the selected alternative based on complet
ing the tasks determined in step 8.

10.. Evaluate the progress. After an agreed-upon time (e.g.,
several days, weeks) has elapsed in which the_" •..



solution has been implemented, the couple discusses and 
evaluates their progress. It is important for the couple 
to ask: Did we do what we agreed to do? Did we achieve
what we wanted to? Do we want to continue with this 
solution and behaviors? If dissatisfied with the re
sponses to the foregoing questions, the couple is encour
aged to return to step 5 and work through the process 
again.

Recent research has emphasized the self disclosure ele- • 
ment of communication. A frequently employed method of increas
ing self disclosure is through the use of "I" statements followed 
by feeling and content messages (Guerney 1977). Reciprocal use 
of nlrt statements by couples tends to increase the depth and 
breadth of the couple's relationship. As interaction continues, 
genuine use of "I" statements allows the couple to convey more 
aspects of their respective personalities.. The couple begins to 
explore mutual areas of interest, and each personality becomes 
more accessible. There is an increase in intimate exchanges, and 
the volume of interactions becomes greater (Altman and Taylor 
1973). The desired result is increased self disclosure (Guerney 
1977; Ridley et al. in press).

Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman (1976) formulated a system
atic framework of evaluation in which couple's communication pat
terns were identified and placed into styles. Their work 
included four specific divisions. The divisions were based on
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the couple's ability to work or not work for a resolution when 
interacting. They found that the content of a communication re
sponse can vary from discussions of persuasion and blame to self" 
statements of feelings and intentions.

A couple's communication style is developed through an 
educational process. The process can be either a lifelong effort
of experimenting with behaviors and observations of results or a

/ " formal education prticess where techniques of communication are
taught and problem solving skills are practiced. Through the 
formal education couples are instructed in concepts of communica
tion and problem solving skills. Behavioral skills are also 
taught permitting couples to resolve conflicts, through expres
sions of their feelings and attitudes without resorting to be
haviors that can be destructive to the self-concept of the other 
(Guerney 1977). ’

Couple communication and problem solving skills provide 
an individual with another interpretation of the self. An in
dividual developing couple communication and problem solving 
skills at the same time develops an awareness of himself or her
self at a given time and learns more about the self. This new 
understanding of one's self provides the individual more choices 
in decision making. The increase in.information about one's self 
and one's capabilities tends to lessen worry and self-doubt. 
Finally, an added benefit of new self-awareness is improvement of 
the premarital and marital relationship (Miller et al. 1979).



8

Ridley et al. (in press) demonstrated that couple's com
municated interactions improved in relation to improved conflict 
management and problem solving. However, some methodological 
concerns prevented the study from arriving at definite conclu
sions concerning the program’s effects. The present study dealt 
with those concerns and tested the efficacy of the Ridley pro
gram. The framework of evaluation is the Hill Interaction Ma
trix (HIM) as modified by Miller et al. (1979) and reported in 
their book Alive and Aware.

The HIM, developed by William F. Hill (1965), comes from 
the observations and analyses of psychotherapy groups of Hill and 
his associates. The matrix looks at the content as well as the 
intentions of the interactions and the process of how people com
municate (Miller et al. 1979). Miller et al. (1979) and their 
modification of the HIM measured a couple's interaction on a 
work/nonwork continuum. The continuum is broken into four sepa
rate sections referred to as styles.

Style I is a mode of communication where the intent is to 
be pleasant and to meet social expectations. The sender speaks 
in an ordinary and everyday manner. The mode keeps interactions 
moving without commitment or motivation to change the receiver 
(see Appendix A). Style I has the least amount of work associ
ated with it.

The pattern of interaction in Style II is characterized by 
the sender’s attempts to change the receiver. There is an inter
pretation of what is right or wrong about the other's actions.
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Style II is used by one wanting full control at all times in an 
interaction. This style is not a "work" or problem solving style 
(Miller et al. 1979).

The first of the work interactions styles is Style III. 
This style is self-induced. The sender deals with the interpre- 
sonal issue on a cognitive level. "Work" is involved by the 
sender stopping and reflecting on what the interaction is doing 
to him. The sender'-s behavior is tentative and speculative (see 
Appendix A).

In Style IV, "work" is accentuated. The intent is to 
deal completely and congruently with the issue. The process of 
the style is open and unreserved (Miller et al. 1979).

Work, refers to a process that begins with both partners
identifying an issue needing to be addressed. The couple then 
contracts, between themselves to work on and resolve the issue. 
They discuss the issue in relationship terms using Style III or 
IV messages or just Style IV messages. In short, the work pat
tern develops when an invitation to work is made, accepted and
confirmed, within the work style of HIM.

The purpose of the present study was to test the efficacy 
of the Ridley.et al. (in press) study, using the HIM as an inde
pendent and separate.evaluation instrument. The interactions re
viewed were recorded on audio-tapes and then scored by two 
independent judges trained in the use of HIM. The tapes were 
randomly rated without knowledge as to whether the interactions 
were part of the control group or the experimental group. The
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judges were not aware of when the interactions were recorded, 
e.g., pretest, posttest, or follow-up.

Hypothesis
Couples who receive communication and problem solving 

skills training will show a decrease in Styles I and II state
ments of the Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM), and an increase in 
the Styles III and IV statements, when compared to the couples in 
the relationship discussion group.

Limitations
The Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) was specifically de

signed for extensive observations and analysis of psychotherapy 
groups (Hill 1977). It is a systematic set of styles developed 
for understanding and classifying interactions in small groups 
(Hill and Gruner 1973; Hill 1974). It was not originally de
signed to work with couples in interpersonal relations. It was 
modified by Miller et al. (1979) for observation and interpreta
tion of normal dyadic interactions and for use as an 
developmental-educational model of interaction. The modification 
moved HIM away from a problem-therapeutic orientation to a dyadic 
conflict intervention program. The instructions for using the 
modified HIM were not entirely clear, resulting at this point in 
the investigator interpreting the scoring procedures. Where in
terpretations were necessary, Dr. Miller was contacted for veri
fication. The scoring instrument was forwarded to Dr. Miller who 
verified the instrument in a letter dated September 12, 1979.
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The reason for modification of the HIM was to be verified. The 
HIM, to this investigator, provides a comprehensive instrument of 
evaluation, capable of determining what is being said when an in
dividual attempts to communicate.

The study, "Conflict Management Training for Premarital 
Dyads" (Ridley et al. in press), demonstrated that a systemati
cally designed intervention program could promote effective 
couple communication skills and problem solving techniques. The 
program was developed, implemented and evaluated by the research
ers. The instrument of analysis was self-designed specifically 
for the above study. A self-designed, implemented and evaluated 
program inherently limits the study until its efficacy can be in
dependently verified. The purpose of the present study was to 
evaluate the Ridley et al. (in press) program using the HIM. The 
major differences between the Ridley et al. study and the present 
study were that a different set of couples were trained and 
evaluated and the measurement of program effects were performed 
with an independently developed measurement of change.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

.A program developed by Ridley et al. (in press), re
ported in the article ."Conflict Management Training for Premari
tal Dyads", is a communication and problem solving program whose 
efficacy was tested, in this study. The analysis instrument used 
was the. Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM), as modified by Miller et 
al. (1979). The literature review focuses on the effects of com
munication and problem solving skills training, the rationale be
hind it, and the goals and assumptions underlying the 
intervention.

Communication and Problem Solving 
Skills Training

A changing world requires people to interpersonally de
velop the capacity to alter the structure of their relationships. 
Social,competence is a learning skill enabling persons and "cou
ples to meet and deal with a changing world. Couples need to de
velop skills to accommodate and create mutual change in order for 
marital relationships to remain viable over time. The develop
ment of marital relationship viability skills has been described 
as "continual matching over time" (Miller et al. 1979, p. 20).
The concept acknowledges that couples in the beginning establish

12
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a convergence of attitudes, interests, and values. This state of 
convergence varies since people and ideas are in a continual 
process of change. The continual process of change requires cou
ples to develop interpersonal competence to adapt and compensate, 
or the relationship weakens (Miller et al. 1979). Therefore, if 
premarital couples learn to understand and modify their.relation
ship through education and skills training, they could effective
ly guide their own relationships (Guerney 1977; Ginsberg and 
Vogelsong 1977; Miller et al. 1979; Ridley et al. in press).

Past research in communication skills training attempted 
to increase self'disclosure and empathy in a couplef s communica
tions. The underlying theory was that if couples could be taught 
to express their feelings and attitudes genuinely, in a non
threatening manner, and listen with acceptance to their partner's 
feelings and attitudes, they would then be able to resolve sig
nificant relationship conflicts (Ginsberg and Vogelsong 1977).

Research points out that most people have within them the 
abilities and skills necessary to. resolve interpersonal relation
ship problems. Patterson, Hops, and Weiss (1975) studied the 
early states of conflict and noted that distressed couples pos
sess the usual amount of problem solving skills. The problem 
arises when one of the two partners introduces an adverse stimu
lus, i.e., an attack or accusatory statement. The stimulus in
terferes with the couple's problem solving attempts by blocking 
the behavior change skills. Simultaneously, however, individual 
partners can resolve other, non intra-couple conflicts that occur.
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It is commonly agreed that conflict resolution occurs 

after communication begins and the couple is motivated to work on 
those differences giving rise to the conflict (Ard 1976a). Prob
lems within the relationship, that are often identified as com
munication problems, are actually disagreements over the nature 
of the relationship. Problems of this nature are not conflicts 
over specific content of communicated messages (Ard 1976b).

The act of dommunication is a unique ability. Yet, com
munication is considered commonplace because we are so involved 
in speaking and listening. Often in our interactions we are not 
really communicating (Miller et al. 1979). Premarital hopes, 
dreams, and expectations that exist between the premarital couple 
need to be frequently matched in subsequent years for the rela
tionship to endure over time. The concern is that all happiness 
can fade away as the couple settles into the realities of sus
taining a relationship (Fromm 1970). This may explain why so 
many marital compansionships fall. Failure of marital relation
ships due to fading happiness, through inadequate communication, 
is not necessary. Couples can resolve the conflicting realities 
of their relationship through learning to negotiate and 
compromise.

There are certain tasks a couple must undertake to avoid 
the problems of miscommunication. The individuals involved, in 
the marital relationship, as in all successful relationships, 
must establish a baseline of communication. It is important to 
intimate relationships that the baseline be well-defined and
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understood by both partners. One characteristic of the baseline . 
should be knowledge of how to respect privacy, detachment, or 
solitude, while simultaneously knowing when it is important to 
talk. Another characteristic the couple needs to establish is 
channels of understanding. The channels of understanding charac
teristics is the means by which the other partner uses to under
stand the meaning of what was said. Finally, of all the : 
characteristics of the baseline concept, it is most important for 
the couple to learn how'to disagree agreeably (Ard 1976a).

Communication and problem solving skills training teach 
couples these skills. Hine's (1977) project, involving 150 mar
ried couples, found that a major factor of a successful marriage 
was the ability to communicate. The ability to communicate cor
relates directly to successful conflict resolution. He (1977, 
p. 35) also found additional benefits for couples besides con
flict management:

1. A better understanding of each other.
2. The ability to deal with hidden problems and resent

ments that might cause serious trouble.
3. A motivation to meet differences with agreements that 

seem best for both.
4. An improved chance on how to come to an agreement on 

how to rear children.
5. A much better sexual adjustment in marriage.
6. An ever-increasing possibility for a more satisfying 

companionship as the.years :go by.
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Training does have obstacles to overcome. Human interac

tions are traditionally characterized by a role of authority 
paired with a role of submission. Marital interaction has not 
been spared this distinction and has added obstacles of distance 
and disguise, rather than intimacy and openness. Such tradition
al roles are not compatible with many of today's lifestyles.
When individuals interact with the tradition-roles, conflicts 
often result. Many -people seek relationships that are equal, in
timate, and open (Miller et al. 1979).

Communication in communication and problem solving skills 
training is viewed as a vehicle to exchange important information 
about the relationship. Either partner may state feelings, ex
pectations , and desires. The other partner is then able to cor
rect, for himself, any distortion of the relationship. This, is 
accomplished by identifying the meaning of responses through re
flection on the message received. The response is then either 
confirmed or clarified by the other partner.

Communication is also an index to interpersonal interac- , 
tion by providing ways to understand the significant aspects of 
the relationship (Miller et al. 1979). The couple, through open 
exchanges about the relationship, is able to exchange their sub
jective interpretations for objective interpretations of their 
interaction (Leslie 1975). The couple benefits by gaining great
er control of their lives and the learned skills enables them to 
discover new alternatives and gain greater flexibility in their 
relationship (Miller et al. 1979).
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Communication and problem solving skills training are at

tempts to establish an empathic relationship. The goal is for 
each partner to express the issues and emotions of their rela
tionship openly without the need of feeling defensive, guilty, or 
placing blame. Training cultivates the exchange of values, 
needs, and feelings regarding the relationship with straight 
forwardness and clarity. This is done in order to reduce the de
fensiveness of the other because of a perceived attack by the 
other.

An empathic relationship promotes feelings of personal 
worth and importance. This seems to raise the level of a per
son's self-esteem and confidence. As an added benefit the im
proved self-image bolsters the individual's confidence in his 
ability to earn the respect and affection of others in general 
(Guerney 1977).

Evaluation of Communication Skills 
Training Strategies

Communication skills training is the process ty which 
couples discuss conflicting viewpoints about their relationship.
It is linked to marital satisfaction through its influence on the 
couple's decisions about their future relationship and activities 
together. To the couple, intrinsic gratification is obtained dur
ing the discussion itself and promises success, in future attempts 
to resolve conflicting issues. ,
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There are two research strategies in evaluating marital 

interaction and conflict. They are the Questionnaire Approach 
and the Simulation Approach.

The Questionnaire Approach
In the questionnaire approach several assumptions are 

made about interaction styles, which determine the kind of infor
mation that can be obtained. It is assumed, in the questionnaire 
method, that couple's evaluations of each other's behaviors lead 
to an understanding of the nature of their interaction. Also, 
it is assumed that the questionnaire's descriptive labels carry a 
similar reference for all couples. It is also part of the as
sumption that the couple's recollections reflect their actual be
havior. Finally, the questionnaire method stereotypes couple's 
interaction styles across all situations (Click and Gross 1975). 
The major advantage of this approach is that it opens one's Own 
perceptions of the interaction to identify the types of positive 
or negative behaviors occurring during conflict.

Although the questionnaire approach assesses interaction 
by studying spouses' perceptions.of'behavior, the.method fails . 
to anchor perceptions within an "objective" or commonly shared 
frame of reference. As a result, questionnaire data may lead to 
misleading classifications by couples and limit the utility of 
the method as a tool to probe the interpretive biases and pre
dispositions. It is assumed in the questionnaire method that 
positive or negative behaviors have similar consequences for all
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couples, and that the conflict issues are all managed in a. simi
lar manner (Click and Gross 1975). It is recognized that all the 
weaknesses inherent in the questionnaire approach are general 
limitations experienced by all researchers and research methods 
(Babbie 1975).

The Simulation Approach
The second approach used in analyzing marital interaction 

and conflict is the simulation of the interaction.. The coupleT s 
interactions are recorded during an experimental simulation of 
conflict. This approach overcomes many of the weaknesses of the 
questionnaire approach. By role-playing conflicts, couples for
get their defenses, and act out the conflict as if it were real. 
The benefit is that the conflict is acted out in a therapeutic 
setting, therefore it can be confronted, evaluated and treated. 
There are four basic strategies in the use of simulating marital 
conflict.

The first strategy is the Revealed Difference Technique 
(KDT) (Stroudtbeck 1951). Couples are instructed to complete a 
questionnaire designed to assess their individual opinions. The 
topic covered in the questionnaire may or may not have any rele
vance to the issues concerning them in their relationship. The 
couple is then required to discuss each item that produced some 
disagreement and attempt to arrive at a mutual resolution (Click 
and Gross 1975).
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In the Color Matching Technique (CMT) (Goodrich and 

Boomer 1963; Okel 1970; Perregauz 1971; Ryder and Goodrich 1966), 
the partners attempt to match a colored square with a similar 
colored square presented by the experimenter on separate displays
and asked to reach a joint decision on the best match, The cou- 

- .. - . 
pie believes their separate color displays are similarly num
bered. The result is that the couple is led to disagree on the 
best match because of the structural setup of the experiment. 
Evaluation is made of the couple's attempts to resolve their per
ceived conflict. This is believed to be an indication.of their 
general style of coping and resolving differences.

The improvisation method (Rausch et al. 1974) is the 
third strategy. It sets the couple in a quasinaturalistic lab
oratory setting.. The couple is given separate instruction on a 
hypothetical situation. The situation has the wife and husband 
incompatible in preference to activities and different styles of 
relating to each other. Beyond these instructions, the couple is 
left to resolve, the situation at its own discretion.

.The final method (Weiss, Hops,.and Patterson 1973) re
quires the couple, through open-ended questions, to identify 
those areas of conflict they consider major or minor. The ex
perimenter then selects conflict areas and assigns the couple to 
reach an agreement.

Simulation methods assume that couples determine their 
interpersonal styles of interaction through the behavior of their 
partner and the situational setting. It also assumes that with
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the use of a set of research assumptions and hypotheses the 
couple's interaction styles can be analyzed by comparing the role 
playing and actual conflicts. Analysis of the interactions can 
be categorized by. trained raters. In simulated experimentation, 
couple's interaction styles reflect their behavior of nonexperi- 
mental situations in the experimental setting (Click and Gross 
1975).

The advantages of simulation methods are that they permit 
a more realistic setting for response styles in the communication 
sequence patterns within the couple's interaction. Trained 
raters of the simulation method provide an objective frame of 
reference for evaluation.

Summary
. A review of the literature of communication skills train

ing reveals that many couples completing communication and problem 
solving skills training programs perceive their relationship as 
having improved. They attach a greater desirability to the re
lationship and express increased satisfaction. Primarily, the 
couples agreed that upon completion of communication skills 
training they were better prepared and more willing to face rela
tionship problems (Rappaport 1976).

It is concluded that communication skills training is ef
fective in improving couple's communication patterns in actual 
response and exchange interactions, as well as in the cognitive 
dialogues of the interaction.
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A recent study (Ridley et al= in press) was conducted on 

premarital couples to assess the effects of communication and 
problem solving skills training, The couples were recruited for 
the study by the use of posters, radio and newspaper account- 
ments, as well as through the use of an information booth at 
class registration. The couples were divided into two groups, an 
experimental group and a contact-control group. The experimental 
group received treatment in communication and problem solving 
skills training. The control subjects were placed in a relation
ship discussion group. The population of the two groups con
sisted of 26 couples in the experimental group and 28 couples in 
the control groups Both groups were tested, prior (pretest) to 
treatment and after (posttest) treatment, to determine the ef
fects of the treatment. The two groups were evaluated at pretest 
to determine if there were any significant differences between 
them. None were found.

During a follow-up assessment of the 38 couples who par
ticipated, 18 couples had either graduated or moved and were not 
available to be included in the assessment. Of the original 
sample, 63% (38 couples) participated in follow-up. The experi
mental group was reduced to 19 couples or 59% of the original 
sample. The control group had 79% (19 couples) of their original 
sample. Ridley et al. (in press) demonstrated, using a different 
sample and couples than used in this study, that the Communica
tion and Problem Solving (CPS) couples (experimental group) in
creased their use of summary statements and ,,In messages, and the
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steps of problem solving (as detailed in Chapter 1), from pretest 
to posttest. This was in contrast to the Relationship Discussion 
(ED) couples (control group)5 whose pretest to posttest scores 
showed relatively little change in their use of summary state
ments and "I" messages, or problem solving skills. The CPS 
couples and RD couples were again assessed in their use of com
munication and problem solving skills, during a follow-up period. 
The results of the follow-up indicated that the CPS couple's per
formance , compared to the RD couple's performance, remained'high 
in their use of effective problem solving skills. Although these 
results were positive, they may reflect the method that the re
searchers used when they developed the assessment procedure.

William F. Hill's (1965) work on small group interactions 
produced an interaction matrix that provides the opportunity to 
evaluate the content of an individual's communications, and at 
the same time, being able to interpret the intentions of communi
cated interaction. Miller et al. (1976), in their work, "Minne
sota Couples Communication Program (MCCP): Premarital and
Marital Groups," modified the Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) to 
measure dyadic conflicts. The present study, for the reasons 
stated above, used the HIM to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Ridley et al. (in press) work. The HIM provides the opportunity 
to measure content and intent of couple's communications.

It was hypothesized in the present study that the experi
mental group, when compared to the control group, would increase 
their use of work related statements and decrease in their use of
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nonwork statements. The modification of the HIM employed by 
Miller et al. (1979) provided a continuum of work/nonwork styles. 
The styles were set into four distinct divisions. Style I is a 
nonwork category used in everyday interactions to meet social ex
pectations. Also a nonwork interaction, Style II is a nonwork- 
high risk mode of interaction effected by the sender to attempt 
a change of the environment or the'other's expectations with no 
liability on the sender. The first of the work styles is Style 
III. Here the sender is reflecting internally on the interaction 
to feel how it is presently affecting him. The work is inter
nally based, and is not an attempt to provide solutions to prob
lems. Style IV is a work/risk mode. The sender's emphasis is to 
clarify and deal with the relationship issue. Change is the goal 
of Style IV statements, along with the attempt to arrive at a 
solution. The response is to direct change on a mutually agreed 
upon. idea.

In Jacobson's (1975) review of marital therapy, his eval
uation showed that structured communication training programs 
were effective compared to untreated controls. The treatment was 
found beneficial to couples in non-distressed relationships as 
well as mildly distressed interpersonal relationships. Also in 
his review, Jacobson assessed marital behavior therapy (Harrell 
and Guerney 1976) as successful in assisting distressed marital 
relationships by the use of behavior change techniques.

The Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) (Miller et al. 1979), 
used in controlled studies, was shown to be effective in
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assisting couples in resolving relationship conflicts by estab
lishing work pattern communications. The work pattern communica
tions are techniques couples employ to sustain open style 
conversations about their relationships. The ideas and princi
ples behind HIM are similar to the assumptions and goals of com
munication and problem solving skills training. One goal is that 
couples will understand their relationship through awareness 
skills. The ability to genuinely express their attitudes and 
feelings unconditionally, and effectively listen to and accept a 
partner’s feelings is another important goal. The result of 
training couples should be to solve important relationship prob
lems and effect change when necessary.

The basis of this study was the Ridley et al. (in press) 
work in training premarital couples in communication and problem 
solving skills. It was analyzed by the HIM. (Miller et al. 1979).



CHAPTER 3

METHOD

The present study was a test of efficacy,, with an inde
pendent instrument of analysis, of the work conducted by Ridley 
et al, (in press). .Their study was designed to train and evalu
ate premarital couples in communication and problem solving 
skills. This study employed the Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) 
and its concept of work versus nonwork analysis to test the ef
ficiency of training in communication, and problem solving skills.

Subjects
The subjects were recruited from a southwestern univer

sity using local radio and newspaper announcements, posters and 
an information table at class registration. The sample was com
posed of 32 couples assigned to an experimental group and 24 
couples to a control group. Selection and distribution of the 
couples into the two groups was determined on the participating 
couplesf availability for training according to their class 
schedules. In the follow-up testing period, the number of cou
ples participating dropped to 38 total couples. The experimental 
group had 19 couples return to participate and the control group 
had 19 return.

26
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Procedure; Research Design 

A pretest, posttest, follow-up, experimental/control 
group design was used to insure internal validity. Campbell and 
Stanley (1966) showed that this type, of design provided maximum 
protection from experimental threats. The couples participating 
in this study were tested as to their use of the various styles • 
of HIM. The testing took place immediately before training,, im
mediately after a 10 week (30 hour.) training period, and again 
applied six months after training.

During each of the test periods, the couples were asked 
to resolve two conflict situations. One of the problems was ex
perienced by dating couples. Two different play situations were 
used, identified as Role-Play I and Role-Play II. Role-play 
situations I and II were randomly assigned to the couples during 
the test periods, so as to provide each couple equal opportunity 
to attempt a resolution of both interactions. Assignments were 
made so that if a couple used Role-Play I in pretest then the 
couple would be assigned Role-Play II in posttest, and visa versa. 
During follow-up, a third Role-Play situation was provided.

The second conflict issue the couple was asked to resolve 
was a real issue of conflict between each couple. This was de
termined by asking each partner to rate items on a checklist of 
possible relationship conflicts. The checklists were then com
pared to determine which issue would be best suited for the cou
ple to resolve. The couples were allowed to attempt to resolve
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each issue, role play and real, for a period of 20 minutes during 
pretest and posttest.

During the follow-up test period, the couples were al.& 
lowed to follow the same procedure resolving, conflicts of role 
play and real. The follow-up test took place six months after 
the posttest period. This was considered sufficient time to al
low the couples to settle back into routine interaction styles. 
The attempt was to determine the long-term effects of communica
tion and problem solving skills training and its general useful
ness to premarital couples.

Experimental Treatment 
The experimental treatment was communication and problem 

solving skills training. The training consisted of 10 weekly 
three hours sessions for a total of 30 hours of treatment. The 
groups were divided into clusters of three to four couples with 
two group leaders, one male and one female. The group leaders 
were graduate students trained in communication arid problem solv
ing skills. They had a double role of explaining and demonstrat
ing the skills, as well as answering any questions and concerns. 
The training was designed to improve the coupleTs communication 
and problem solving skills through instruction, supervised prac
tice, leader modeling, and weekly half hour homework sessions.

Communication skills training, as discussed in Chapter 2, 
focuses on the uses of three skills: (1) ownership of thought 
and feelings, (2) listening and reflection of thought and
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feelings, and (3) the use of open versus closed questions.
Problem solving skills require the couple to first explore a 
problem area and define it in relationship terms. Then the cou
ple identifies how each partner contributed to the problem. Once 
the problem is defined, the couple decreases the problem area.
The problem solving process is designed for couples to generate 
alternative solutions together and to select the best one. 
Finally, the couple outlines a plan to implement their solution, 
and provide an evaluation of their solution at a later date.

Control Treatment 
The control group in this study participated in group 

discussions designed to promote a better understanding of how re
lationships function. They were given no training in communica
tion and problem solving skills. Control group couples met three 
hours a week for 10 weeks, for a total of 30 hours. Relationship 
issues of interest to the participants were introduced for dis
cussion. Group leaders gave instruction on various topics of 
courtship and marriage. The group leaders also facilitated non
structured discussions on relationships. The couples were as
signed selected readings on relationship development and were 
encouraged to apply the reading to their relationships.

Dependent Variable ' x_.
The hypothesis was as follows: experimental couples

will demonstrate an increase in Styles III and IV statements of 
the HIM and a decrease in Styles I and II statements as a
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result of training when compared to the control group couples. 
During the communicated interactions of the couples in pretest, 
posttest, and follow-up, each response of the participants was 
evaluated as to its content and intent. The responses were 
evaluated by the use of the HIM, as modified by Miller et al. 
(1979), and as discussed in Chapter 1.

The HIM is a division of four separate sections, each 
section independent of. the other. The sections are connected on 
a continuum of nonwork to work. Each section is identified by 
the style statement completed by the respondent. Style I state
ments are the. extreme nonwork responses. Style IV statements are 
pure work responses. Styles II and III statements are the moder
ate nonwork/work responses respectively. The descriptions and 
characteristics of the nonwork/work style are outlined in Chap
ters 1 and 2.

Each verbal response on audio-tape was scored according 
to its response unit and its' characteristic fit in the HIM styles. 
A statement's value was determined by its work usage, implied 
meaning, and by the response it generated to the receiver. Every 
statement recorded on the audio-tape was scored and evaluated by 
HIM, as identified in Alive and Aware (Miller et al. 1979). It 
was necessary for the completion of this study to design an as
sessment instrument from this publication (see Appendix A). A 
score sheet was developed at the same time (see Appendix B).
Rules of scoring procedure (see Appendix C) were determined to 
standardize the scoring of the judges and to protect reliability
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in scoring. Each recorded interaction was scored based on the 
couple's ability to resolve.problems by actually agreeing upon 
the solutions. The criterion for an accepted solution was for 
the couples to identify who would be responsible for the various 
elements of the solution, when the solution would take effect, 
and how much time would pass before the couple would reevaluate 
their solution.

Two independent judges were trained over a period of 30 
hours in the use of the HIM. Following training, each judge was 
independently rated on scoring audio-tapes in interactions simi
lar to those used in this study. The judges used two tapes, one 
pretest and one posttest, to test the effectiveness of the as
sessment instrument. Six audio-tapes, selected as random^ were 
used— two pretest, two posttest, and two follow-up. These six 
audio-tapes were used to train the judges in the use of HIM. At 
the conclusion of the 30 hours' of training, the judges were 
tested on two additional audio-tapes of pretest and posttest to 
determine their rater reliability, on a ratio of total agree
ments divided by the total number of agreements plus disagree
ments. The judges produced a reliability rate of .96. Half way 
through the evaluation of.the recorded interactions, it was de
termined that the judges had generally maintained a high relia
bility rate with a score of .95.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Preliminary Analysis
The experimental and control group means were compared at 

pretest, by use of a _ t-test analysis to determine if there were 
any differences between the groups with the four styles of the 
Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM). The pretest analysis indicated 
that the experimental group was not significantly different from 
the control group in Style I, t(-1.35), p=.179; Style III, 
t(.Ol), p=«991; Style IV, t(-.22),. p=.827. Style II did show a 
significant group difference, t(-2.16), p=.034, with the control 
group having more Style II interactions (see Table 1 for means 
and standard deviations).

Main Analysis
It was hypothesized that, as a result of training, those 

who received communication and problem solving skills training 
would show a decrease in Styles I and II statements of the HIM 
and an increase in Styles III and IV statements, when compared to 
the control group.

Analysis of variance of gain scored (posttest minus pre
test) was computed on the HIM style scores to determine the ef
fects. of treatment, sex, and sex by treatment interaction (see

32
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Table 1. Mean and Standard Deviation Scores— Hill Interaction 

Matrix (HIM) Styles

Style

 Experimental Group .
Pretest Posttest Follow-Up. 
N=64 N=64 N=39
(32 (32 (19

couples) couples) couples)

.. . Control Group 
Pretest . Posttest Follow-Up 
N=58 N=58 N=38
(29 (29 (19

couples) couples) couples)
I
Mean
S.D.

2.84
3.20

8.53
10.21

3.89
5.20

4.06
6.22

3.30
6.78

1.69
4.41

II
Mean
S.D,

21.48
13.24

1.39
4.68

.92
2.45

31.15
31.89

25.94
18.45

13.61
16.22

III
Mean
S.D.

4.25
6.92

9.23
8.36

6.57
13.07

4.23
4.80

4.79 
6.16

2.
3,
01
30

IV
Mean
S.D.

10.35
9.21

83.68
25.15

38.45
37.45

10.72
9.49

10.96
8.74

6.91
10.01
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Table 2). Tests scored showed treatment effects for all four. HIM 
styles, but sex and sex by treatment interaction showed no ef
fects on any of.the HIM styles.

Analysis of variance of gain scores (follow-up minus pre
test and follow-up minus posttest) was computed on the HIM styles 
scores to determine the effects of treatment, sex and sex by 
treatment interaction. The results indicated that there were no 
sex or sex by treatment interaction differences on any of the 
styles. However, significant treatment effects 
follow-up minus pretest in Style I and Style II (see Table 3). 
Also, in follow-up minus posttest significant treatment effects 
were found in Style II and Style IV (see Table 4). Table 1 shows 
the mean and standard deviation scored on pretest, posttest and ;- 
follow-up of the HIM styles.

Table 5 indicates significant differences among HIM 
styles at all three testing times within both experimental and 
control groups.

Chi-square analysis was used to compare the experimental 
and control subjects at the three test periods according to their 
ability to resolve both role play and real life issues. A prob
lem was considered to be resolved when the following conditions 
were present in the taped interaction: (1) implicit agreement
on who was responsible for the solution, (2) when the solution 
was to begin, and (3) where and how often to evaluate.

Results indicated that at pretest there were no signifi
cant differences between the experimental and control groups at
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Table 2. Posttest Minus Pretest Scores for HIM Styles by Sex,

Treatment and Sex by Treatment Interaction '

Style . - ■___________    F ________  p_
I
Sex .07 .791
Treatment 14.50 .000
Sex by Treatment .01 .940
II
Sex 1.17 .282
Treatment , 13.03 .000
Sex by Treatment .74 .391

III
Sex .19 .660
Treatment 6.99 .009
Sex by Treatment .99 .320
IV
Sex .27 .602
Treatment 312.05 .000
Sex by Treatment .01 .909
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Table 3. Follow-Up Minus Pretest Scores for HEM Styles by Sex,

Treatment and Sex by Treatment Interaction

Style F P
I
Sex .29 . 594 .
Treatment 7.82 . 006
Sex by Treatment .01 .904

II
Sex .45 .504
Treatment .40 .528
Sex by Treatment - .20 .652

III
Sex 1.73 .191
Treatment 4.77 .030
Sex by Treatment .08 .780

IV
Sex .15 .695
Treatment 33.82 .000
Sex by Treatment .05 .819
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Table 4. Follow-Up Minus Posttest Scores' for HIM Styles by Sex,..

Treatment and Sex by Treatment Interaction

Style .F P
I
Sex .01 .911
Treatment 2.63 .107
Sex by Treatment .00 .991

,11
Sex .45 .674
Treatment 14.40 .000
Sex by Treatment , .21 .647

III
Sex . 73 .368
Treatment .00 .972
Sex by Treatment 1.08 .306

IV
Sex .00 .998

, Treatment 57.08 .000
Sex by Treatment .02 .886



Table 5. Analysis of Variance of HIM Styles at Three Testing
Times, within Experimental and Control Groups

Group Mean S.D. F
Significance 

of F
Experimental

Pretest 
Style I - 
Style II 
Style III 
Style IV

2.84
21.84
4.25

10.35

3.20 
13.24
6.92
9.21

64.24 .000

Posttest. 
Style I 
Style II 
Style III 

. Style IV

8.53
1.39
9.23

83.68

10.21 
4.68 
8.36 

2 5.15
474.04 .000

Follow-Up 
Style I 
Style II 
Style III 
Style IV

3.89
.92

6.58
38.45

" 5:.20' 
2.45 

13.07 
37.45

61.92 .000

Control
Pretest 
Style I 
Style II 
Style III 
Style IV

4.06
35.15
4.23

10.72

6.21
31.89
4.80
9.49

34.99 . 000

Posttest 
Style I 
Style II 
Style III 
Style IV

3.30
25.94
4.79

10.96

6.78
18.45
6.16
8.74

57.36 .000

Follow-Up 
Style I 
Style II 
Style III 
Style IV

1.69
13.61
2.01
6.91

4.41
16.22
3.30

10.01
22.07 .000
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real interaction and role play interaction. Significant treat
ment differences were found in the role play interaction and real 
interaction at posttest and follow-up (see Table 6).
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Table 6. Resolution of Conflict on Role Play and Real 

Interaction

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up
ri % n % n , %

Role Play
Experimental
Resolved 18 28.1 64 100.0 36 94.7
Unresolved 46 71.9 0 0.0 2 5.3

Control
Resolved 22 37.9 30 51.7 15 39.5
Unresolved 36 . 62.1 28 48.3 23 60.5

Chi-square with 
1 degree of freedom .92 38 00 23.21*

Real Interaction
Experimental

Resolved : is 20.3 64 100.0 38 100.0
Unresolved 51 79.7 0 0.0 0 0.0

Control
Resolved 12 20.7 12 22.0 6 15.8
Unresolved 46 79.3 46 78.0 32 84.2

Chi-square with 
1 degree of freedom .03 76 .41* 51. 00 *

*]?.<. 001.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to determine if premarital 

couples trained in communication and problem solving skills would 
increase in work style of communication (HIM Style III and Style 
IV) and decrease in nonwork Styles I and II, relative to a con
trol group.

. In the pretest there was no significant difference be
tween the experimental and control group in Styles I, III, or IV, 
but the control group was significantly different from the ex
perimental group in Style II. After treatment was applied to the
experimental group, their mean scores of Styles I and II had gone
respectively from 2.31 and 21.48 at pretest to 8.53 and 1.39.
The.control group's mean scores at pretest were 4.06 and 31.15 
for Styles I and II respectively and at posttest Styles I and II
scores had decreased to 3.30 and 25.94 respectively.

The. experimental group interacted heavily in Styles III 
and IV. Their mean scores at pretest were 4.25 and 10.35, re
spectively. The posttest mean scores jumped to 9.23 in Style III
and 83.68 in Style IV statements. The control group never really 
showed any movement in their use of Style III and Style IV state
ments. In pretest, the control group's mean scores were 4.23 in
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Style III and 10.72 in Style IV. The control group's mean scores 
read 4.79 and 10.96 for Styles III and IV, respectively.

Figure 1 demonstrates dramatically the variation in the 
scores of the HIM styles for the experimental and control groups. 
The graph plots the four styles and their mean scores from pre
test to posttest and at follow-up. It is significant that, in 
follow-up, the experimental group drops off sharply in Style IV 
statements in its mean scores from posttest. This may be attrib
uted to the couples becoming proficient in the skills and requir
ing less clarification to exercise their position and work 
toward resolution. It is important to emphasize here that the 
experimental group continued a decline in the use of Style II 
statements from pretest to posttest. The control group's use of 
Style II statements remained consistently greater in usage of the 
other styles.

The discussion in Chapter 1 showed that communication and 
problem solving skills training is effective in improving a 
couple's communication skills. The research of this study proved 

■ the above to be correct. The Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) was 
designed to assess, couple interactions according to content and 
intent of their responses. The assessment procedures of Styles 
II and IV are to measure the attempts to produce change. The 
process of Style II statements is to force change by causing or 
requiring change of all elements in the interaction except change 
by the sender. Style IV interactions attempt to establish change 
through cooperation with all the participants of the
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interaction. In this study, premarital couples who received com- 
munication and problem solving training improved their interac
tion usage, from pretest to posttest and follow-up. The nonwork 
(Style II) mean scores of the group (see Figure 2) steadily col
lapsed through the test periods. The work (Style IV) mean scores 
for the experimental group leaped over 700% from pretest to post- 
test. The couples were able to communicate ideas and opinions 
andxresolve the intracouple conflicts.

The control group who did not receive problem solving 
training narrowed the gap in their frequency use of the differ
ent HIM styles. The three test periods showed a small narrowing, 
but Figure 2 demonstrates the control group's inability to elimi
nate even slightly their predominate use of Style II statements. 
The majority of attempts to change their interactions were at
tempts to force the change by the use of Style II statements.

The test period scores of pretest, posttest and follow-up 
are another indication of the effects of treatment on the experi
mental group in comparison to the control group (see Figure 3).
In pretest there was relatively little difference between the ex
perimental and control groups in their use of responses through 
the interaction styles of HIM, though the control group's mean 
score (31.15) of Style II was 50% higher than the experimental 
group's mean score (21.48).

The success of the treatment, communication and problem 
solving skills, becomes evident in the posttest period through the 
interaction styles of the HIM. The nonwork (Style II) mean
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scores of the experimental group fall dramatically while the work 
(Style IV) mean scores soar conclusively (see Figure 3). The 
control group's pattern of interaction in posttest is nearly a 
mirror image of pretest, showing no improvement or decline. The 
follow-up mean scores of both the experimental group and control 
group appear as if they are twin graphs to their posttest graphs, 
but with a 30% to 50% reduction in the number of statements 
through all styles. This would appear to mean, that at follow- 
up, the six month difference from posttest had allowed the sub
jects of both groups to settle into a comfortable rhythm of 
interaction. The noticeable difference is the predicted differ
ence that was hypothesized by this study, that as a. result of 
treatment the experimental group relative to the control group 
would increase in their use of work statements (Styles III and 
IV) and decrease in their nonwork statements (Styles I and II).

Couples can be educated to interact, to express their 
ideas- and state their opinions in an environment that is condu
cive to change. The conflicts of couples, that could be de
structive, can be defused and left pliable for couples to 
resolve, constructively.

The Ridley et al. (in press) work that this study uses to 
test the efficacy of the training program is found by this re
search to be valid. The Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM) used as an 
independent instrument of measure to evaluate the Ridley work 
showed that the experimental group did improve in their work 
statements (Style IV) and decrease in their nonwork statements
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(Style II). The improvement was a direct cause of communication 
and problem solving skills training. The use of HIM in evalua
tion answers the limitation of success of the problem developed" 
by Ridley and his associates.

In future research, communication and problem solving 
skills training should be applied to all stages of the family 
life-cycle, where family intimates are attempting to continually 
match, as change takes place in the individual, the interaction, 
and the setting. The research should also be expanded to test 
the effectiveness of communication and problem solving when the 
variable of time restraint is introduced. Long term effects of 
problem solving and communication should be assessed as to their 
usage when emergency decisions have to be made.

Conclusion
It is clear that couples can be taught to problem solve 

and that their communications and statement usage can be di
rected away from "you," "your fault" (Style II) statements to 
"I," "we" (Style IV) statements. The establishment of these 
types of communications and prevention of negative, nonproductive 
strategies of conflict management, can be important to the pre
marital couple. ■ ' .
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HILL INTERACTION MATRIX (HIM) 
ALIVE AND AWARE STYLES 

OF COMMUNICATION*

*Miller' et al. (1979).
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Style I

Vocal Characteristics
Normal-Relaxed Tone— Tension Free— Friendly

Characteristic Language
Personal pronouns— I, me, my, mine 
— with description of observation or action 
nI just saw John a couple of minutes ago."
"I can’t remember seeing a more stunning sunset."
— -with sociable "everyday" expressions of intensions 

and feelings 
"I like to play tennis rather than golf."

Response Style
1:. Chit chat, small talk, passing time, statements

about test
2. Biographical data .
3. Personal traits
:4. Unelaborated statements/opinions,~preference,•value
5. Amenities
6. Simple description
7. Information statements
8. Yes/no, continuing responses '

Style II

Vocal Characteristics
Firm--Authoritative--Harsh— Threatening— Sarcastic— Loud 
Closed and Negative— Soft, Whiny,. Seductive— Rapid Rate- 
Emotionally Charged

Characteristics Language 
Speaking for others
"We always have a good time together."
"You know you like it when I ’m firm with you." 
Speaking for no one.
"That’s important."
"Anyone can do that.”
Key words--should, ought, have to, need to.



Response Style
9. Labeling

10. Direct, ordering, demanding
11. Praising
12.. • Persuading, advocating
13. Speaking for the other
14. Unchecked assumptions
15. Evaluating (making a list)
16. Blaming— accusing, criticizing, fault-finding, 

judging, closed questions
17. Self-protecting, disqualifying, tricking, defending, 

manipulating
18. Pseudo-intellectualizing, psychoanalyzing, diagnosing
19. Indirect, avoiding, non-committal, withholding
20. Acting-out feelings rather than expressing them

. Style III

Vocal Characteristics
. Calm— Quiet Tones— A Bit Hesitant

Characteristic Language
"Cheeking-out" with direct open questions (who, what, where 
when and how) which are non-challenging 

"What do you think?"
"How do you want to do it?"
Qualifiers: probably, maybe, sometimes, perhaps, could,
might.

"We probably don’t listen to each other." ,
"Maybe we need a rest."
Qualified self-disclosure
"I think I like it when you do that."
"I was probably mad at you just then."

Response Style
21. Posing analyses, stating the problem
22. Searching for reasons (self)
23. Giving impression
24. Inviting, encouraging, seeking information with open 

questions
25. Procedural comments



Style IV

Vocal Characteristics
Open--Direct— Aware— Taking Charge of Own Life

Characteristic Language
Now— present time orientation
"I’m feeling some uncertainty about what I just said."
"I'd like to stop talking about this now and come back to 
it later tonight."

Focus on self-contribution/response
"It's hard for me to understand your feelings, but I won't 
overlook them."

"When you seriously consider what I want, I think you care 
a lot for me and really feel happy."

Response Style
26. Speaking of self
27. Making-sense statements
28. Feeling statements
29. intention statements 
3 CL Action statements
31. Ghecking-but statements
32. Stating intention and asking for acknowledgment
33. Confirming, clarifying
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COUPLE NUMBER^
_____Bo

A. B.

CROUP_

TIME

A o Be

PRE-TEST

A. B. Ac Be

STYLE I •II III IV
A,
B.

POST TEST *
STYLE I II III IV;
A.
3. •
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1. Code each statement as a separate unit if the statement could

stand alone,
2. Code am. "8" for yes/no, continuing response, if there is not

a continuing statement following.
3. Code an ,rAn if the statement cannot be completely understood.
4. Code a "28— feeling statement" anytime a specific feeling is

identified.
5. Code a "13— speaking for other" anytime one person helps the

other with thoughts, words, or expressions.
6. Code a "17— self-protecting, tricking, and manipulating" when

the statement is a question/asking with closed questions.
7. Code a letter "B" if the couple solves to a conclusion. The

conclusion must include implicit agreement on who is respon
sible for the solution, when will the solution begin, and 
where and how often to evaluate.

8. Code a letter "C" if the conclusion does not state who is re
sponsible for the solution, nor when the solution is to begin 
and where and how often to evaluate.
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