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ABSTRACT 

Developing the Couples Inventories and Testing 

the Reliability of the Communications Items 

by 

James K. Sessions, Master of Science 

Utah State University, 1986 

Major Professor: Dr. D. Kim Openshaw 
Department: Family and Human Development 

This study is a revision of the Marital Inventories so 

that both self-perception and perception of other data 

can be collected. The revised inventory, titled the Couples 

Inventories, was administered to a population of 183 couples 

comprised mainly of university students from communities 

across the United States. From the collected data, 

principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation 

was used to analyze the items addressing couple 

communication . This study analyzed data from self-perception and 

perception of other, as well as including the variables of 

the respondent's age and gender as a test for structural 

equivalence. As a test of reliability Theta, a special case 

of Cronbach Alpha, was calculated for the identified factors. 

The major findings of this study were: (a) perception 

of other is critical to the understanding of relationship 

communication; (b) structural equivalence enables 

researchers to identify those items that have utility for 

heterosexual couples at various ages; (c) openness, 

understanding, problem solving, and conflict management are 

vi 
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crucial dimensions of communication; (d) openness is comprised of 

at least two dimensions; namely, general openness and emotional 

openness; and (e) understanding is unidimensional as opposed to a 

continuum ranging from understanding to misunderstanding. 

(111 pages) 



Statement of Purpose 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Marital Inventories (MI) is an instrument designed to 

collect history, values, role expectations, and personal and 

couple readiness data from couples who are dating, engaged, 

married, or living together (Yorgasen, Burr & Baker, 1980). 

Practitioners, researchers, and theorists have used the MI to 

assess and/or predict marital / relationship (hereafter referred 

to as relationship) readiness, as well as relationship 

quality. However, in its present format, the MI may have 

limited utility in assessing or predicting relationship 

quality due to its almost complete reliance on self-perception 

data only. 

The purposes of the proposed study were (a) to examine 

the MI items and rewrite them so that both self-perception and 

perception of other data could be collected; (b) to create 

composite scales for the communication items in the Couples 

Inventories (hereafter referred to as the CI); and (c) to 

assess the stability of the composite scale scores for those 

factors dealing with relationship communication. 

Introduction 

Several assumptions set forth in extant research are 

essential to this study (for a review see Lewis & Spanier, 

1979). The first assumption indicates that the relative 

degree of marital quality is based on a couple's subjective 



evaluation of their relationship. The second suggests that 

the variables associated with marital quality are the same as 

those correlated with relationship quality per se. 

Therefore, marital quality can be viewed as a subset within 

the broader context of relationship quality. 

To accurately measure relationship quality, various 

dimensions of the relationship must be clearly conceptualized. 

This study posits that the level of conceptual clarity 

associated with relationship quality, and its attendant 

substantive dimensions, is a function of the relative accuracy 

of self-perception and perception of other. Consequently, 

instruments must assess relationship quality in such a way 

that multiple perceptions may be obtained. With such data, 

the measure of congruence or incongruence between the way 

partners see their roles and values, as these pertain to the 

relationship, will more accurately depict the dynamics of that 

relationship. Based on the data obtained, the present degree 

of relationship stability can be measured, providing useful 

information to formulate an interventive plan. 

This study can potentially make several fundamental 

conceptual and clinical contributions to the study of 

relationship development and maintenance. 

Conceptual contributions. The CI includes relational 

variables, values and role expectations, which have been 

prev i ously identified as predictive of relationship quality 

2 

( e.g., Spanier & Lewis, 1980). Because these particular variables 

are incorporated into one instrument, users can collect more 



information pertaining to the dynamics of the relationship 

than is possible within the constraints of most relationship-

oriented inventories. The CI was developed to create an 

instrument which would provide a method of assessing 

relationship dynamics from two empirically and clinically 

identified sources--namely, self-perception and perception of 

other (e.g., Beck, Rush, Shaw & Emery, 1979; Laing, 

Phillipson, & Lee, 1966). 

Clinical/educat ive contributions. The present study has 

important applied significance and will undoubtedly play an 

important role in the development of therapeutic and educative 

programs designed to improve relationship quality. 

In terms of therapy, presently no instrument is 

3 

designed to collect a broad range of identified relational 

variables. Clinicians must use multiple inventories if they 

desire to collect various forms of information. Although several 

instruments were identified which incorporate data of both self­

perception and perception of other (e.g., Spanier, 1976; 

Stuart, 1980), no instrument was found where both self-perception 

and perception of other data are collected using such a broad 

range of variables as in the CI. This unique addition will 

provide clinicians with considerable information upon which they 

can develop a dynamic formulation of the relationship. 

In addition to the clinical contributions, the CI has great 

potentia l for use in education. To help prevent marital 

conflict , the CI can be used as an educational tool in high 



school, college, and university classes where students are 

learning about the formation and maintenance of relationships. 

The information provided by the CI will enable educators and 

students to discuss the identified relational variables and the 

importance of understanding both self-perception and perception 

of other within any relationship. 

In conclusion, only one psychometric instrument, the 

Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis (T-JTA) is known which 

collects data of both self-perception and perception of other . 

However, the instrument is designed to assess only 

personality/temperament . However, if the T-JTA were combined 

with the cr. a potential wealth of data could be collected 

for the purposes of a) providing an assessment instrument of a 

more holistic nature; b) designing interventive therapeutic 

programs for clinical use with couples; and c) educating 

students in courses focusing on relationship dynamics. 

Definition of Terms 

1) _!!_ole: A pattern of behavior, adopted by an 

individual, which is structured around an integrated set of 

beliefs, expectations, rights, duties, and status 

pertaining to the role as prescribed by society (Kleber, 

1982; Nye, 1978; Theodorson & Theodorson, 1969). An 

ascribed role is defined as a role automatically attained 

(e.g., male, female); an achieved role , on the other hand, 

has either been chosen or earned based upon individual efforts 

and/or actions (e.g, professor, student, etc.). 

4 



2) Role expectation: The entire range of responses or 

behavior associated with a particular role. Role expectations 

include individuals' expectations of themselves, as well as 

the expectations of others (Theodorson & Theodorson, 1969). 

3) Value: An abstract, generalized principle of 

behavior to which an individual, couple, or group feel a 

strong, emotionally charged positive commitment and which 

provides a standard of measurement whereby the individual 

and/or society may judge specific acts and goals. Values , 

more than mere overt statements, reflect individual 

commitment and are incorporated in the socialization process 

(Theodorson & Theodorson, 1969) . By definition a value is 

distinguished from a value indicator by the fact that a 

value is freely chosen from a set of alternatives after 

considering the consequences of each alternative. In 

addition, a value is prized and acted upon in a repetitive 

fashion. On the other hand, a value indicator refers to the 

movement toward being a value, but at the moment consists of 

only a portion of the elements comprising a value; for 

example, an individual may act but may not have chosen 

freely from a set of alternative actions (Hall, 1973). 

4) Marital quality: The subjective evaluation of 

marital relationships that encompass satisfaction, 

happiness, role strain, conflict, communication, 

integration, adjustment, etc. (Lewis & Spanier, 1979) . 

5) Marital stability: Lewis & Spanier (1979) indicate 

that "marital stability is defined as the formal or informal 

5 



status of a marriage as intact or nonintact" (p. 269) . A 

stable marriage is one which is either intact or has been 

terminated by the natural death of one spouse or the other; 

an unstable marriage results in willful termination (e.g. 

divorce, long-term separation, or desertion). 

6 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

History of Mar ital Prediction 

Considerable extant research has been devoted to the 

development of empirically-based instruments which assess 

and predict relationship readiness and relationship quality 

(e.g., Burgess & Cottrell, 1959 ; Burgess & Wallin, 1943; Locke & 

Wallace, 1959). Based upon these instruments, other 

i nves tigators have begun to classify variables according to their 

correlation with relationship stability (e.g., Burr, 1973; 

Hicks & Platt, 1970 ; Spanier & Lewis, 1980). 

During the 1970's significant advancements were made 

in relationship research (see Journal of Marriage and the 

Family, 1970 & 1980) . New correlates were identified 

with the hope that they would account for more of the variance 

in marital quality and stability (Spanier & Lewis, 1980). A 

few of the new correlates i nclude verbal and nonverbal 

commun ication (Kahn, 1970; Miller, Corrales, & Wackman, 1975; 

Navran, 1967) and interspousal variables affecting tension, 

anxiety, and cohesion, etc. (Spanier & Cole, 1976). 

In addition to the conceptualization of new correlates, 

advances were also noted in the areas of theory and 

methodology (Spanier & Lewis, 1980). That relationship 

quality necessitated a mult i dimensional, as opposed to the 

trad itional univariate, perspective was recognized (Lewis & 

Spanier, 1979). Thus, an accurate understanding of 

relationship quality requires a multivariate methodological 



approach. 

The Marital Inventories. Aided by ten family 

researcher theorists from across the country (The Marriage 

Study Consortium) , three family researcher theorists at 

Brigham Young University began, in 1979, the arduous task of 

developing a relationship instrument known as the MI to 

collect history, couple and personal readiness for marriage, 

values, and role expectations data. 

Since its conception the MI has undergone rigorous 

empirical investigation to substantiate the validity and 

reliability of its scales (e.g., Kleber, 1982) as well as a 

longitudinal followup on initial participants. The 

instrument is currently being used to examine relationship 

correlates associated with dating, courtship, and marriage. 

The data, to date, suggests that the MI is a relatively valid 

and reliable predictor of couple compatibilty and mar i tal 

success. Caution needs to be taken, however, in that validity 

and reliability studies have not been completed on all scales; 

moreover, the MI is limited to self-perception data. 

Perception as a critical element in the understanding 

of relationship quality. The subjective measure of 

relationship quality is predicated on the assumption that 

issues and roles associated with the relationship are indeed 

going much the way they are expected. This suggests that 

there is congruence in role perceptions and the actual 
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performance of those roles (Hawkins & Johnsen, 1969; Hicks & Platt, 

1970). These concepts must be assessed from two points of 



view: namely, one's perception of her/himself (self­

perception) and one's perception of her/his partner 

(perception of other). 

Perception refers to individuals' cognitive awareness 

of their internal and/or external world (Becket al., 1979; Laing 

et al., 1966). This study is concerned with two specific forms 

of perception. The first is "self-perception," the ability 

of individuals to critically evaluate their awareness of 

self. Such individuals a) are aware of sensory information; 

b) are able to accurately interpret the information received; 

c ) associate an appropriate emotional response to the 

interpretation of the sensory data; d) are aware of the 

intentions formulated in response to both interpretation and 

emotions; and e) are able to respond appropriately 

verbally and/or nonverbally, (e.g. Miller, Nunnally & Wackman, 

1975) 0 

Considerable empirical and clinical evidence suggests 

that self-perception is an important factor in 

diagnostically identifying potential areas of relational 

conflict (Becket al., 1979; Burgess & Wallin, 1943; Burr, 

1967; Hawkins & Johnsen, 1969; Laing, et al., 1966; Locke & 

Wallace, 1959). 

The second form of perception critically associated 

with relationship quality is "perception of other," which 

refers to an individual's accuracy in understanding, or being 

empathically aware of, the partner 's self-perception (Beck et 

al., 1979; Miller et al., 1975a; Paolino & McCrady, 1978; 
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Smith, 1976; Stryker, 1962). The work of Laing et al. (1966) 

and Nye (1979) reveals the relative importance of perception 

of other. They report that accuracy in perceiving one's 

partner's point of view, regarding substantive relationship 

issues, was significantly lower in a sample of couples 

requesting marital therapy than for couples who had not 

reported marital distress. Couples who were able to 

accurately perceive their partner ' s views on substantive 

relationship i ssues (e.g. , sex, desired number of children, 

childrearing, finances, etc.) were more satisfied than were 

couples in which one or both partners were low in accuracy 

(Nor ton & Glick , 1976; Miller et al., 1975a; Luckey, 1964, 

1966). 

Researcher theorists since 1970 have indicated that in 

addition to self-perception data, perception of other should 

be taken into consideration when evaluating relational 

dynamics (e.g., Norton & Glick, 1976). For example , Nye 

(1979) , summarizing the importance of perception as a test of 

rela tionship quality states that ". the integrative 

quality of a {relationship} is reflected in the degree of 

congruence or incongruence between the way each partner sees 

himself in the {relationship} and the way he is perceived by 

the other partner" ( p. 73). However, despite the proposed 

importance of evaluating relationships from the perspective of 

both self-perception and perception o f other, all researc h 

measuring marital quality prior to the 1970's has focused 

exclusively on evaluating relationships using self-perception 

10 



data alone (Spanier, 1976). 

Simply stated, researcher theorists are suggesting 

that the assessment of relationship quality necessitates 

co l lecting data of self-perception, as well as perception of 

other to maximize the quality of their relationship (Stukert, 

1963; Tharp , 1963) . 

This study proposes that perception is uniquely 

intermeshed within the various substantive relationship 

issues, as well as within the interpersonal dynamics through 

which the couple play out their expectations associated with 

substantive relationship issues . Therefore, based on the 

research and clinical evidence suggested, even though a couple 

may appear to be identical in substantive areas of the 

relationship, when self-perception data alone is collected, it 

is possible that this similiarity may not be as significant or 

predictive as when self-perception and perception of other 

data are jointly assessed. 

Verbal communication: One dimension of relationship 

quality. °Conununication may be viewed as a symbolic 

transactional process, or to put it more simply, the 

process of creating and sharing meanings" (Galvin & 

Brommel, 1986, p.9). By symbolic, Galvin and Brommel 

refer to the fact that messages are transmitted vis-a- - vis 

symbols. The degree to which meanings associated with the 

symbols are mutually shared determine whether or not the 

message is understood (Miller et al., 1975b). 

Prior to the 1960's, minimal time and effort was 
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dedicated to researching communication and correlating the 

relationship between communication and relationship quality 

(Navran, 1967). Not until the late 1960's and early 1970's 

did researchers begin testing the influence of communication 

in relationship dynamics. Early extant research showed that 

communication, 11 nonverbal and verbal behavior in a social 

context" (Sauber, L' Abate & Weeks, 1985, p. 2 7), was 

significantly related to the level of relationship quality. 

More recent research, such as that of Sauber et al. (1985), 

has suggested that the ability of the couple to effectively 

implement communication skills can be used as a reliable 

indicator of interpersonal functioning and that the level of 

satisfaction across the life cycle is a function of the 

couples' ability to effectively use communication skills 

(Jorgensen & Janis, 1980; Kahn, 1970; Hiller et al., 1975b; 

Montgomery, 1981; Navran, 1967; Witkin & Rose, 1978). 

The ability of a couple to communicate reflects strengths 

as well as difficulties in the various substantive areas of 

the relationship, and predisposes the couple to future 

satisfaction or discord (Lederer & Jackson, 1968; Levenger & 

Senn, 1967; Navran, 1967; Rausch, Barry, Hertel, & Swain, 

1974). 

Openness and understanding: Dimensions of communication. 

Recognizing that relationship communication, and the 

consequent evolution of a 11 shared meaning," is fundamental to 

the facilitation of relationship quality (Galvin & Brommell, 

1986; Hiller et al., 1975b; Stuart, 1980; Thomas, 1977), 

12 



researchers have attempted to develop instruments capable of 

measuring various aspects of communication which correlate 

with relationship quality (e.g., Navran, 1967; Thomas, 1977). 

While other important dimensions of communication may be 

related to relationship quality, two dimensions are frequently 

cited: namely, openness and understanding. 

Openness is the relative degree of self-disclosure, as 

well as the level of self-expression, between two or more 

interactants. The explicit intent of openness is to 

facilitate the formulation of a "shared meaning" (Miller et 

al., 1975b) such that understanding is enhanced. Openness 

is a continuous variable ranging from uncensored self­

disclosure to censored self-disclosure. Uncensored self­

disclosure is predicated on the "let-it-all-hang-out" ethic 

(Stuart, 1980, p.ZZO). Censored self-disclosure refers to the 

lack of focus on information, perceptions or feelings; messages 

are infrequent, short, very intentional, and under conscious 

control. Such self-disclosures are often impersonal and 

inaccurate reflections of the communicator (Knapp, 1984). 

Knapp (1984) has suggested that "The person who feels 

compelled to engage in a great deal of intimate self­

disclosure {uncensored self-disclosure} in almost any setting 

is no more adjusted than the person who hides {censored self­

disclosure} almost everything from everyone regardless of the 

setting. These indiscriminate high disclosers are not 

adapting their messages to their {receiver} audience" (p.211). 

Thus, too much self-disclosure can be problematic to both the 

13 
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sender and the receiver. 

Two studies (Navran, 1967; Reusch, 1957) address the 

effect of censored self-disclosure and suggest that those 

couples who censor their communicat ion have distressed 

relationships. While the negative relationship between 

censored self-disclosure and relationship quality may appear 

to be relat i vely weak, due to the lack of direct attention 

on the issue, it should be noted that the ma jority of 

relationship communication studies allude to the fact that 

censored self-disclosure is negatively related to relationship 

quality. 

While the two ends of the continuum are represented by 

uncensored and censored self-disclosure, the gradient in 

between is referred to as selective self-disclosure. 

Research suggests that "there are implicit boundaries of 

acceptable self-disclosure" (Stuart, 1980 , p.217) depending on 

the level of the relationship (Fitzgerald, 1963; Jourard, 

1959, 1971; Savicki, 1972). Selective self-disclosure of 

information takes into consideration the message's expected 

effect on the receiver. The purpose of selective self­

disclosure is to enhance the probability that communication 

will have adaptive relationship value (Haley, 1963; 

Watzlawik, Beavin & Jackson, 1967). The question then is not 

so much, "What can I do to be totally open?" but rather, "What 

do I want to accomplish and how can I do it best" (Knapp, 

1984, p . 211). In order to selectively disclose i nformation in 

a manner conducive to relationship development, the 

14 



communicator must consider such factors as: a) what is the 

issue; b) whether the disclosure is relevant; c) motives for 

the disclosure; d) amount of detail necessary; e) t iming of 

the disclosure; f) the level of the relationship; g) the 

short/long term effects of the disclosure on the relationship; 

and h) the capacity of the receiver to respond (Knapp, 1984; 

Stuart, 1980). 

When reviewed "in toto," however, studies in 

relationship communication suggest that the relationship 

between the amount of self-disclosure and relationship 

quality is curvilinear (e.g., Blau, 1964; Cozby, 1973 ; 

Cutler & Dyer, 1965; Goodrich, Ryder & Rausch, 1968; 

Jourard, 1971; Kanouse & Hanson, 1972; Knapp, 1984; Navran, 

1967; Newcomb, 1953; Ruesch, 1957; Simmel, 1964; Stuart, 

1980; Stukert, 1963; Stryker, 1962; Taylor, 1968). 

The second dimension of communication is understanding, 

a continuous variable which ranges from understanding to 

misunderstanding and refers t o the cognitive process by which 

an interactional exchange of ideas, emotions, intentions, etc. 

are mutually comprehended . Understanding stresses the ability 

to clearly and accurately perceive, as well as make 

intelligible, the meaning of information received and sent. 

Thus, as a couple can accurately perceive and make 

intelligible the ideas, emotions, intentions, etc. 

communicated, empathy can evolve within the relationship. 

At a conscious level, the receiver frequently interprets 

t he emotions, intentions, etc. literally, limiting the 

15 



unders tand ing of the message to its content level. If the 

rece iver sufficiently comprehends the literal intent of the 

message , the message is said to be understood at the content 

level. 

Understanding requires more of receivers than their 

ability to correctly c larify and interpret the content of an 

intended message. Understanding necessitates that a 

coup l e consciously go beyond the content of the message and 

begin to comprehend the meaning the information has for the 

par tner. 

Although understanding at the content level is necessary , 

it is no t a sufficient condition to effectively interact 

with others, especially in the context of an intimate 

relationship. If understanding is limited to the content 

level , this limitation impedes the ability of partners to 

empathize with each other and negates the probabi li t y o f 

acquiring a "shared meaning. 11 Understand i ng at the meaning 

level involves skills associated with content level 

understanding and those advanced communication skills 

necessary to accurately interpret content at a mean i ng level 

(e.g. , Brammer. 1973 ; Carkhuff & Anthony, 1979) . 

Misunderstanding, the opposite end of the understanding 

continuum, is defined as the inability on the part of the 

receiver to accurately interpret and clarify messages 

disclosed so that shared meaning can evolve. Misunderstanding 

may arise as a result of either a sender or receiver deficit . 

The identified sender deficits include the inability of 

16 



senders to accurately interpret their own self-perceptions 

and/or failure to disclose self-perceptions. 

To send messages that accurately reflect what the sender 

is experiencing requires an awareness of self, which is an 

essential aspect of the understanding process (Miller et al., 

197Sb). If individuals are unaware of their own perceptions, 

thoughts, and feelings, it is relatively impossible to share 

these with a partner without confusion. .. As individuals share 

common experiences, they begin to develop an understanding of 

what another person is saying through the communication 

process. Just as individuals develop the ability to 

understand one another through shared experiences, so 

interpersonal understanding is enhanced within relationships 

as couples develop shared meanings surrounding such 

substantive relationship issues as attitudes, beliefs, values, 

' expectations, and feelings (Indvik & Fitzpatrick, 1982). 

In addition to self-awareness, the sender must also be able 

and willing to self-disclose (Miller et al., 1975b). When the 

sender either fails to self-disclose or only partially discloses 

personally relevant information, the receiver must require the 

sender to provide interpretations, based on assumed meaning, 

when in reality this assumed meaning may not be accurate. 

The two primary receiver deficits are assuming that 

the message received has been accurately understood and 

"mind-reading" (Bach & Deutsch, 1970). The most obvious 

receiver deficit influencing understanding is to assume that 

the message received is understood. Receivers who maintain 
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the assumptive process, based on their reality alone, will 

fail to develop the level of shared meaning and degree of 

empathetic communication necessary for interpersonal 

understanding. 

Closely allied to assuming that the message received is 

understood is "mind-reading," defined as 11making assumptions 

about the thoughts, feelings, and motives of a partner, then 

telling the partner what the partner thinks or feels, or 

ought to think or feel" (Sauber et al., 1985, p.108). This 

behavior by the receiver inhibits the communication process; 

the receiver's supposed "mind-reading 11 abilites are affirmed 

but understanding decreases. 

In conclusion, mutual understanding can only occur when 

couples accurately share their thoughts, feelings, and beliefs 

with each other. Only accurate, selective disclosure develops 

interpersonal understanding (Littlejohn, 1978; Montgom.ery, 1981; 

Stuart, 1980), providing the necessary foundation for dealing 

with interpersonal differences and developing as well as 

maintaining satisfying intimate relationships (Kantor & Lehr, 

1975; Stuart, 1980; Witkin & Rose, 1978). 

Just as selective self-disclosure and accurate 

understanding are critical to the effective communication 

patterns of relationships, 

Too much, 
Too little, 
Too early, 
Too late, 
At the wrong place, 
Is the disturbed message's fate 

(Reusch, 1957, p.41) . 
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Sununary 

Prior to the 1970's considerable theoretical and 

empirical effort was devoted to developing instruments 

capable of assessing relationship quality. However, these 

instruments are limited to either assessing the identified 

relationship based on a small group of variables and/or 

evaluating the relationship largely based on self-perception 

only. During the 1970's researcher theorists (e.g., Lewis & 

Spanier, 1979; Olson, 1970) suggested that an accurate 

assessment of relationship quality necessitated instruments 

which derived data through multiple perceptions: namely, 

self -perception and perception of other. One example of 

an instrument that assesses a large pool of variables, as well 

as collects data for both self -perception and perception of 

other is the T-JTA. This instrument focuses on 

personality/temperament, however, rather than relational 

variables . As important as temperament data is to the user, 

it reflects only one aspect of the relationship. Thus , this 

study posits that a more holistic understanding of relational 

dynamics could be obtained if researchers, theorists, 

clinicians, and educators had an instrument which assessed 

temperament and an instrument which assessed relational 

variables from the perspective of self-perception and 

perception of other. 

The intent of this study was a) to revise the MI into an 

instrument capable of measuring relationship strengths, as 

well as identifying potential areas of relationship conflict, 
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using both self-perception and perception of other data; b) 

to create factor structures for the communications items found in 

the CI; and c) to assess the stability of the communication scale 

s cores . 

Once future data analyses have been completed on all the 

items in the CI and fac tor structures have been completed, 

it is proposed that the CI could be combined with other 

instruments such as the T-JTA, for the purpose of devising 

interventive programs with the intent of enhancing 

relationship development and/or remediating relationship 

conflict. As such, the CI could make many clinical, 

theoretical, and educative contributions to the knowledge 

available on relationship quality. 



Sample 

CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

The data for the study was collected in 1983-1984 by 

members of the Marriage Study Consortium at various 

locations around the United States. The study sampled 200 

couples, comprised mainly of college students, both graduate 

and undergraduate, as well as other members of the respective 

communities where the inventory was administered. 

In order to be included in the population sample, 

subjects had to be (1) married, (2) engaged, (3) planning to 

marry, or (4) living together. In addition to the 

relationship requirement, other factors associated with 

inclusion in the study included: (1) completion of all 

portions of the inventory (e.g., since the inventory took 

approximately 3.5 hours to complete, some only completed parts 

thereof); (2) appropriate completion of the inventory (e.g., 

some included multiple responses where only one response was 

asked for); and (3) inclusion of all identification data for 

matching one partner's responses with the other partner's. Of 

the 200 couples sampled, 183 couples (91.5%) qualified for the 

present study. 

Instrument 

The CI is a revised version of the HI, which 

incorporates data of self-perception and perception of 

other. The CI is divided into three major sections: 
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(1) "History and Plans," (2) "Values in Marriage; Part A," 

and (3) "Values in Marriage: Part B." The History and Plans 

section is comprised of 123 items which pertain to the 

respondent (e.g. sex, relationship status, birth order, 

education, occupation, etc.) and the respondent's 

relationship with her/his parents (e.g., feelings toward 

each parent, perceived parental roles, feelings of security, 

etc.). Respondents answer this section only once, in terms of 

how each question applies to themselves. 

Values in Marriage: Part A is comprised of 95 items 

focusing on role expectations . Values in Marriage: Part B 

contains 165 items addressing the issues of values as well as 

personal and couple relationship readiness. Values in 

Marriage: Part A and Part B are answered twice. First, 

respondents answer both sections according to how the items 

apply to themselves (self-perception). Second, they 

answer the same questions as they perceive these would apply 

to the partner (perception of other). 

The revised inventory incorporates self-perception and 

perception of other data. Items in the inventory were based 

on the original MI items but were rewritten so that 

respondents would be able to answer each item in terms of 

self-perception and perception of their partner (perception of 

other). For example: "I prefer to spend my leisure time in 

social activities rather than by myself" was rewritten to 

read, " ___ _ prefers to spend her/his leisure time in 

social activities rather than by her/himself." By putting 
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their own name and then their partner's name in the blank, 

respondents are able to answer each item according to how the 

item relates to themselves first, then how it pertains to 

their partner (See Appendix A). 

To insure content validity of the items in the inventory, 

the author James K. Sessions and D. Kim Openshaw, Ph.D., 

independent ly reworded each item. They then compared each 

item for rewording consistency. Next the author and Dr. 

Openshaw compared the rewording of each item with the 

corresponding item found in the MI to insure that the content 

remained consistent. Finally, several members of the Marriage 

Study Consortium (Darwin L. Thomas, Ph.D., & Jeanne E. 

Wilcox, Ph.D.) compared the rewritten items with the original 

items in the MI. The results of this procedure determined 

that the rewritten items were content consistent with those of 

the original MI. 

Instrument Administration 

Instructions pertaining to the administration of the CI and 

its return were given to members of the Marriage Study 

Consortium. These instructions were divided into four basic 

areas with a clarification of each area as follows: 

The CI booklet. The CI booklet is divided into the 

following six parts: 

PART ONE: A letter to the participants in the research 
project. 

PART TWO: Instructions for completing the 
"Identification Information." 

PART THREE: "General Instructions" for completing the CI. 
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PART FOUR: "History and Plans" section of the 
inventory (pp . 1-15). 

PART FIVE: "Values in Marriage: Part A" section of 
the inventory (pp. 16 - 21). 

PART SIX: "Values in Marriage: Part B" section of 
the inventory (pp. 22 - 31). 

The computer sheet. The computer sheet was designed 

to collect the following data: 

1. The initials, age, and social security number (the 

social security number recorded twice, once on both parts 

of the form) of the individual completing the inventories 

and their partner. 

2. Demographic and basic relationship information 

(History and Plans: Self) of the individual completing the 

cr. 

3. Values and expectations in marriage of the 

individual completing the CI (Values in Marriage: Parts A 

and B, self-perception). 

4. Values and expectations in marriage of the partner, 

as perceived by the individual completing the CI (Values 

in Marriage: Parts A and B, perception of other). 

5. Identifying information to be used for potential 

longitudinal research and the mailing of research findings 

to the participants. 

6. A small box at the bottom of the second sheet of 

t he inventory to be completed by the individual 

administering the CI. The person adminstering the CI marks 

"C" if the couple comes from a clinical population, ''NC" if not. 
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Couples need to be instructed not to separate the computer 

sheets because the perforation accommodates the reading of the 

completed forms by the scanner. 

25 

Administering the CI. Because the CI is slightly more 

difficult to administer and complete than the MI, those 

administering the inventories should take them first so that they 

can give clear instructions. The following steps should be 

followed when adminstering the CI: 

STEP ONE: Instruct the couple how to complete the 

"Identification Information" on the computer sheet . 

STEP TWO: Read the "General Instructions" with the 

couple, pointing out aspects of the CI you and your 

partner noted while completing it . 

STEP THREE: Instruct the couple to complete the Values 

in Marriage: Parts A and B first how it applies to themselves 

(self-perception), and second how it applies to their 

partner (perception of other). Demonstrate for them how to 

go back and re-do these sections as they perceive their 

partner. It is critical that the couple clearly understands 

how to do these portions of the CI. 

STEP FOUR: Encourage the couple to complete all 

questions as accurately as possible. 

STEP FIVE: Instruct the couple to complete the CI 

independent of each other. 

Returnl.ng the "CI 11
• Upon completion of the inventory, have 

the couple return the booklets and computer sheets t o you . Check 

to see that it has been done accurately; then mark the box at the 



bottom of the computer sheet which identifies whether the couple 

comes from a clinical or non-clinical population. 

After the CI had been completed by the sample population, 

the computer sheets were returned to: 

D. Kim Openshaw, Ph.D. 
Department of Family and Human Development 
UMC 29 
Logan, Utah 84322 

Analysis 

This study created linear composite scales or factors for 

the communication items of the CI and examined the 

reliability of the derived factors. 

Linear composites. Blalock (1970), Kleber (1982), and 

Marradi (1981) suggest factor analysis as an analytic 

procedure designed to improve measurement through the 

development of linear composites, or factors, each of which 

contain multiple items of a theoretical concept. The following 

outlines the sequence of steps taken from Kleber (1982) 

involved in the factor analysis procedure used to create the 

linear composite scores, and briefly discusses the rational 

associated with each step. The requirements which factor 
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analysis places on computer memory space necessitates these steps 

as opposed to submitting all items to a factor analysis. 

STEP ONE: Select items assumed to be best for each 

variable. 

Based on extant research in the area of communication, 

i tems were selected from the Values in Marriage Parts A and B. 

These items have previously been found to correlate with 



communication which facilitates relationship development and 

quality (e.g. Burgess & Wallin, 1943; Spanier & Lewis, 1980). 

STEP TWO: Organize items into a priori subscales. 

From the identified pool of communications items, items 

were grouped according to content associated with previously 

identified theoretical communication concepts. Thus, items 

were organized into a priori subscales based on the content 

encompassed therein. 

STEP THREE: Submit each subscale to one principal 

components factor analysis (PAl) with varimax rotation. 

All proposed subscales were submitted to a principal 

components factor analysis without iterations (PAl), using 

varimax rotation. PAl assigns a communality of 1.0 to each 

variable after all possible factors are extracted . Varimax 

rotation "maximizes the variance of the squared factor 

loadings for each factor" (Kim & Mueller, 1978, p.35) and 

imposes the restriction of orthogonality between factors 

(Kleber , 1982). 

STEP FOUR: Examine factor loadings to see if there are 

any items which: 

a) do not load on any factor; 
b) load on more than one factor; 
c) load on either the gender or age variables; or 
d) do not load on both self-perception and perception 

of other analyses. 

It was important in this study that items account for a 

sufficient amount of accumulative variance to suggest that 

the obtained factor was representative of the construct 

be ing measured. A criterion loading of .SO was selected for 
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deciding whether or not to retain an item. 

In addition, if an item loaded on more than one factor, it 

was essential to determine whether or not the content of the 

item was consistent with either of the factors. If an item 

was not consistent with the factor, it was discarded. 

Due to the requirement of structural equivalence, if an 

item loaded on either gender or age, the item was deleted. 

Because this study was designed to develop an instrument 

capable of collecting both self-perception and perception of 

other data, it was necessary that the items correlate 

significantly on the factors derived from the analysis of both 

self-perception and perception of other. 
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STEP FIVE: Examine factors to see if any contain items 

which do not make sense. Delete items which are uninterpretable. 

All items were examined to determine whether or not 

they were consistent one with another. Items which were not 

connected with the intent of the factor were discarded. 

STEP SIX: After deleting items in 4a and /or 4b (unless 

4b makes sense for a priori subscales) and in 4c and 4d, 

resubmit the smaller pool of items to a second factor analysis 

using PAl with varimax rotation. 

STEP SEVEN: Repeat steps FOUR and FIVE above. 

STEP EIGHT: Refactor each factor obtained separately to 

see if only one dimension has been empirically identified. 

Repeat steps FOUR and FIVE above as necessary. 

It is critical at this point to be certain that the 

analyses have resulted in the identification of one 
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dimension, and that a single factor has been created and 

judged to be theoretically relevant (Marradi, 1981; Kleber, 1982). 

The SPSSx computer program is not designed to analyze only 

two items . With the conflict management subscale, the factor 

analysis which included age and gender was used . This procedure 

resulted in a decreased eigenvalue and factor loading . 

STEP NINE: Create factor scores. 

Factor scores were computed by multiplying each 

individual score for each item by the factor loading for the 

respective item on that particular factor and summing 

(Bailey, 1978). The SPSSx factor procedure generates 

standardized factor scores with a mean of 0 and a standard 

deviation of 1. All missing values found in the data were 

assigned a value equal to the mean for that item. There 

were no items in which more than 37. of the respondents 

required this mean substitution . 

Estimate of reliability. In addition to using 

factor analysis as a procedure identified for increasing the 

reliability of measures, as well as the validity thereof 

(Jackson & Borgatta, 1981; Zeller & Carmines, 1980), this 

study examined the reliability of the communication 

scales through the use of Theta, a special case of 

Cronbach's alpha. "Specifically, Theta is the alpha 

coefficient for a composite in which the weighting vector 

has been chosen so as to make alpha a maximum. In other 

words, Theta ma y be considered a maximized alpha 

coefficient" (Greene & Carmines, 1980, p.62). 



Structural equivalence. Family researchers, theorists, 

and clinicians are concerned with the applicability of the 

instrument for males and females, regardless of their age. 

The importance of identifying and/or constructing measures 

which are structurally equivalent is particularly relevant 

in analyzing data if comparisons are made between individuals 

of different gender and/or age. Research focusing on 

relationships necessitates the development of measures which 

are structurally equivalent in order to accurately analyze and 

predict quality and stability. In the analysis of this study, 

gender and age variables were utilized to determine whether or 

not the derived factors were structurally equivalent . 
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Factor Analysis I 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Twenty-one (21) items (see Table 1) were identified from 

the Values in Marriage Parts A and B sections of the CI to 

comprise the communicat i on dimension (Analysis Step One). 

These items were then organized into 5 subscales (Step 2): 

openness, problem so l ving, decision making, misunderstanding, 

and conflict management. Principal components factor analysis 

(PAl) with varimax rotation (Step Three) was used to analyze 

each subscale. To test structural equivalence, the variables 

age and gender were included in each analysis. 

Factors derived from each subscale were evaluated 

according to the criteria in Step Four. Results of the first 

factor analysis are found in Tables 2 through 11. 

Subscale one: Openness. Ten items were identified as 

comprising this subscale. In the self - perception analysis 

(see Table 2), eight of the ten items achieved the requisite 

factor loading. Two of the original ten items did not meet 

the criteria identified i n Step Four. Item 21 correlated with 

age and Item 219 did not achieve the requisite .50 factor 

loading. 

The results of the perception of other analysis (see Table 
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3) showed nine items achieving a factor loading greater than .50. 

However, Item 21 had been deleted in the self - perception 

analysis as had Item 219. Three of the remaining eight items 

had also loaded on a second factor. In looking at these 



Table 

Items Comprising the Communication Dimension 

Booklet Variable 
Number Number 

(6) 21. 
(38) 53. 

(6() 76. 

(65) 80. 

(66) 81. 

(68) 83. 
(69) 84. 

(83) 98. 

(84) 99. 

( 12) 122. 

(95) 205 . 

( 109) 219. 

(117) 227. 
( 132) 242. 

( 140) 250. 
( 148) 258. 

( 149) 259. 

( 156) 266. 

( 158) 268. 

( 160) 270. 

( 163) 273. 

( 164) 274. 

( 165) 275. 

PART A 
Both should frequently confide in each other. 
The wife should have most of the say in 
deciding !.Jhere thO;!y wi 11 go and what they 
.,. i 11 do ·~·hen they g.:> out. 
If the wi.fe is the pnmary breadwinner, she 
should have the r:.ost s,1y in fa1:1ily decisions. 
It is unwise to openl:: disagree in front of 
the childr£'n . 
Both should permit the children to share 
according to thc1r abilities i n making 
family decisions. 
Both should te very agreeable. 
If there is a difference of opinion, the 
wife ought to have at least as much say as 
the husbor1d. 
It is acceptable to should or show anger 
when we are upset. 
If there is a difference of opinion , the 
husband should have more say in most areas. 

PART B 
believes a person should talk over 

important decisions (such as marriage, 
employment, and residence) with family 
members before taking action. 

is able to openly dtscuss personal 
feelings. 

is able to lis ten to others in an 
understanding wa y. 

reall y knows and understands the partner. 
--believes we share "''ith each other our 
ideals. 

confides in the partner. 
--is able to be O?en and disclose inner 
feelings to the panner. 

(r:ds)understdnds the partner's moods 
~eeltngs. 

feels the partner (mi s)understands 
his/her moods and feelings. 
__ feels free to give constructive , 
confrontive feedback to the partner without 
fear of the consequences. 
__ believes we can discuss personal 
problems wtth each other without getting 
angry. 
__ believes the partner understands 
hir:1/her well. 

believes we think in terms of "we" 
rather than "I". 
__ shares innermost feelings with the 
partner, 
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Table 2 

Factor Analysis I Openness (Self-perception) 

Item 
275. 
258. 

250. 
270. 

242. 
205. 
268. 

274. 

share innermost feelings with the partner. ====:= is able to be open and disclose inner feelings to the 
partner. 

confides in the partner. 
------ believes we can discuss personal problems with each 
other without getting angry. 

believes we share with other our ideals. 
is able to openly discuss personal feelings. 
feels free to give constructive, confrontive feedback 

to the partner without fear of the consequences. 
believes we think in terms of "we" rather than "I". 

Age of Respondent 
21 . Both should frequently confide in each other. 

Gender of respondent 
219 . is able to listen to others in an understanding way. 

Factor I Factor 2 Factor 3 
.79727 

.74892 

. 72183 

.69925 

.66974 

.63582 

.59758 

.58226 

. 81199 

.63246 

-.80690 ..., ..., 



Table 3 

Factor Analysis I Openness (Perception of Other) 

Item 
270. 

242. 
250. 
275. 
268. 

274. 
258. 

believes we can discuss personal problems with each other 
without getting angry. 

believes we share with each other our ideals. 
confides in the partner. 
shares innermost feelings with the partner. 
feels free to give constructive, confrontive feedback to 

the partner without fear of the consequences. 
believes we think in terms of "we" rather than "!". 
is able to be open and disclose inner feelings to the 

partner. 
205. _____ is able to openly discuss personal feelings. 

21. Both should frequently confide in each other. 
219. is able to listen to others in an understanding way. 

Age of respondent 
Gender of respondent 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

.71806 

.67508 

.60710 .54031 

.59687 .55768 

.59620 

.57698 

.56964 .52244 

.53016 
.78658 

.84388 
-.58318 ..., ..,. 



Table 4 

Factor Analysis I Problem Solving (Self-Perception) 
Item 

84. If there is a difference of opinion, the wife ought to have at 
least as much say as the husband. 

99. If there is a difference of opinion, the husband should have 
more say in most areas. 

219. is able to listen to others in an understanding way. 

Gender of respondent 
76. If the wife is the primary breadwinner, she should have the 

most say in family decisions. 

Age of respondent 
53. The wife should have the most say in deciding where they will 

go and what they will do when they go out. 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

-.76820 

.75681 
-.56485 

.50915 

.75095 

-. 72633 

w 
Ln 



Table 5 

Factor Analysis I Problem SolvinR (Perception of Other) 
Item 
84. If there is a difference of opinion, the wife ought to have at 

least as much say as the husband. 
99. If there is a difference of opinion, the husband should have 

more say in most areas. 
219 . is able to listen to others in an understanding way. 

76 . If the wife is the primary breadwinner, she should have the most 
say in family decisions. 

53 . The wife should have most of the say in deciding where they will 
go and what they will do when they go out. 

Age of respondent 
Gender of respondent 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

. 80262 

-.78427 

.75897 

.64800 

-.56290 
w 
o-



Table 6 

Factor Analysis I Decision Makin~ (Self-Perception) 
Item 
122. 

81. 

83. 
98. 
80 . 

believes a person should talk over important decisions 
family members before taking action . 
Both should permit the children to share according to their 
abilities in making family decisions. 
Both should be very agreeable . 
It is acceptable to should and show agner when we are upset. 
It is unw i se to openly disagree in front of the children. 

Age of respondent 
Gender of respondent 

with 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

. 73987 

.63225 

.61051 
-.75196 

.69243 

.74593 
-.64960 ..., 

" 



Table 7 

Factor Analysis I Decision Making (Perception of Other) 
Itelil 
122. 

98. 
81. 

83. 
80. 

believes a person should talk over important decisions 
with family members before taking action. 
It is acceptable to shout or show anger when we are upset. 
Both should permit the children to share according to their 
abilities in making family decisions. 
Both should be very agreeable. 
It is unwise to openly disagree in front of the children. 

Gender of respondent 
Age of respondent 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

.70668 
-.69628 

.64058 
.76892 
.66290 

-.74104 
. 71599 w 

00 



Table 8 

Factor Analysis I Misunderstanding (Self-Perception) 
Item 
266. 

259. 

feels the partner (mis)understands his/her moods and 
feelings. 

(mis)understands the partner's moods and feelings. 

Age of respondent 
Gender of respondent 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

.84550 

.83038 

.76610 
-. 71403 ..., 

"' 



Table 9 

Factor 
Item 
259. 
266. 

Analysis I MisunderstandinR (Perception of Other) 

_____ (mis)understands the partner's moods and feelings. 
feels the partner (mis)understands his/her moods and 

feelings. 

Gender of respondent 
Age of respondent 

Factor 1 
.84784 

.83327 

Factor 2 

.75764 
-.71599 

Factor 3 

z,. 
0 



Table 10 

Factor Analysis I Conflict Management (Self-Perception) 
Item 
270 . 

268 . 

believes we can discuss personal problems with each other 
without getting angry. 

feels free to give constructive, confrontive feedback to 
the partner without fear of the consequences . 

Gender of respondent 
Age of respondent 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

. 87198 

. 82698 

.87129 
-.57626 .... .... 



Table 11 

Factor Analysis I Conflict Management (Perception of Other) 
Item 
268. 

270. 

feels free to give constructive, confrontive feedback 
to the partner without fear of the consequences. 

believes we can discuss personal problems with each 
other without getting angry . 

Gender of respondent 
Age of respondent 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

.82356 

.79610 

.85584 
-.59337 ,. 

N 



items, it was determined that a separate concept of openness 

with emotions had been identified. Therefore, Items 250, 275, 

258, and 205 were identified as one factor dealing with 

general openness, and Items 270, 242, and 268 identified as a 

second factor of emotional openness. 

Subscale two: Problem solving. Five items were 

identified for this subscale. In the self-perception analysis 

(see Table 4), Items 84, 99, and 219 correlated with gender and 

Items 76 and 53 correlated with age. In the perception of 

other analysis (see Table 5), Items 84 and 99 did not 

correlate with age or gender, but to be consistent 

between self and other perception, this subscale and all its 

items were dropped from analysis. 

Subscale three: Decision making. Five items were 

selected for this subscale. In the self-perception analysis 

(see Table 6), all the items achieved the required factor 

loading of .50 or greater but formed two separate factors. 

This also occurred in the perception of other analysis (see 

Table 7). However, Items 88 and 93 did not load on the same 

factor for both self and other perception, so these items were 

deleted. The remaining three items formed two factors. Items 

81 and 122 on Factor 1 and Item 80 on Factor 2 could not be 

analyzed further due to limitations of the SPSSx program. 

Subscale four: Misunderstanding. Two items were used to 

conceptualize this subscale. In both the self-perception and 

perception of other analyses, the two items achieved the 

requisite factor loading of .50 or greater and were not 
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correlated with age or gender (see Tables 8 and 9). Because the 

computer program cannot analyze two items only, these items were 

combined with the two items addressing understanding, Items 273 

and 227. 

Subscale five: Conflict management. Two items that 

dealt with conflict management were identified. In both the 

self-perception and perception of other analyses (see Tables 

10 and 11), these two items achieved the requisite factor 

loading of greater than .50 and were not correlated with age 

or gender. However, because only two items cannot be 

submitted to a factor analysis, these results were viewed as 

final. 

Factor Analysis II 

Previous research (Marradi, 1981; Kleber, 1982) has 

suggested that once a single factor has been identified, to 

assess the reality of the obtained dimension the items must be 

submitted to one additional factor analysis. If the items 

group together as a single factor, they then depict one 

dimension of the identified concept; no further analysis is 

needed. After this single factor has been identified, the 

researcher can compute the Theta scores for these factors. 

Tables 12 through 15 show the results of the second factor 

analysis. 

Factor one: General openness. Items 270, 250, 242, and 

268 were submitted to this second analysis and all achieved a 

factor loading greater than .50 on factor one (see Table 12). 

Factor two: Emotional openness. Items 258, 275, and 205 
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Table 12 

Factor Analysis II General Openness (Final) 
Item 
270. 

250. 
242. 
268. 

Item 
270. 

250. 
242. 
268. 

believes we can discuss personal problems with each other 
without getting angry. 

confides in the partner. 
believes we share with each other our ideals. 
feels free to give constructive, confrontative feedback to the 

partner without fear of the consequences. 
Eigenvalue 
Theta 

_____ believes we can discuss personal problems with each other 
without getting angry. 

confides in the partner. 
believes we share with each other our ideals. 
feels free to give constructive, confrontative feedback to the 

partner without fear of the consequences. 
Eigenvalue 
Theta 

Self-perception 

Factor 1 

. 78071 

.76563 

.74237 

.70154 
2.23897 

.737 

Communality 

.60950 

.58618 

.55111 

.49215 

Perception of Other 
Factor 1 Communality 

.79280 

.76578 

.71260 

.62507 
2.114 

.703 

. 62853 

.586419 

. 51779 

.39071 

~ 
VI 



Table 13 

Factor Analysis II Emotional Openness Factor (Final) 
Item 
258. 
275. 
205. 

Item 
258. 
275. 
205. 

is able to be open and disclose inner feelings to the partner . 
shares innermost feelings with the partner. 
is able to openly discuss personal feelings . 

Eigenvalue 
Theta 

is able to be open and disclose inner feelings to the partner. 
shares innermost feelings with the partner. 
is able to openly discuss personal feelin~s. 

Eigenvalue 
Theta 

Self -perception 

Factor 1 
.87639 
. 86972 
. 77351 

2.123 
.7935 

Communality 
.76805 
.75641 
. 59832 

Perception of Other 
Factor 1 Communality 

.87388 .76366 

. 86802 .75352 

.82536 .68122 
2.114 

.703 ~ 

"' 



were submitted to this final analysis; all achieved the 

requisite factor loading greater than .50 and were thus 

considered to comprise a single factor (see Table 13). 

Factor three: Understanding. Previous research 

(Kleber, 1982) had attempted to combine Items 266, 259, 273, 

and 227 to create an understanding-misunderstanding continuum. 

The results of this research, however, indicated that these 

items do not comprise a single factor. Thus, Kleber (1982) 

suggested that these items may be methodological artifacts, 

and she therefore deleted them from further analyses . In the 

present study, however, the items were interpreted as 

representing a single dimension--understanding. To 

accommodate further analysis on this hypothesis, two steps 

were necessary. First, for analysis purposes, the items were 

inversely weighted. For example, a response of 1 was recorded 

as a 5; a response of 2 was recorded as a 4; etc. Second, the 

two items worded as misunderstanding (Items 266 and 259) were 

reworded for consistency with the new understanding 

dimension. This rewording would accommodate future analyses 

in that researchers would not be required to re-weight Items 

266 and 259 before using them in an analysis. After 

completing these steps, the four items comprising this 

subscale were submitted to a second factor analysis (see Table 

14). All items achieved a factor loading greater than .50 on 

factor one . therefore requiring no further analysis. 
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Table 14 

Factor Analysis II Understanding Factor ( Final) 
Item 
273. 
227. 
266. 
259. 

Item 
273. 
227. 
266. 
259. 

believes the partner understands him/her well . 
really knows and understands the partner. 
feels the partner (mis)understands his/her moods and feel i ngs. 
(mis)understands the partner's moods and feelings . 

Eigenvalue 
Theta 

believes the partner understands him/her well . 
really knows and understands the partner. 
feels the partner (mis)understands his/her moods and feelings. 
(mis)understands the partner's moods and feelings. 

Eigenvalue 
Theta 

Self-perception 
Factor 1 

. 77960 

. 74980 

.70740 

.57173 
1:997 

. 665 

Communality 
. 60777 
.56220 
.50042 
.32686 

Perception of Other 
Factor 1 Communality 

.75644 .57220 

. 70356 . 49499 

.73828 . 54505 

.60559 . 36673 
1~ 

.659 ~ 
00 



Factor four: Conflict management. Although a second 

analysis on this factor is not possible because the computer 

program requires the sumission of more than two items to the 

factor analysis, Items 268 and 270 will be discussed as they 

appear in the first analysis (see Table 15) It is important to 

note that the eigenvalue and Theta score for this factor are 

smaller than would be possible without the inclusion of age and 

gender. 
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Table 15 

Factor Analysis II Conflict Management (Final) 

Item 
270. 

268. 

believes we can discuss personal problems 
with each other without getting angry. 

feels free to give construct ive, confrontive 
feedback to the partner without fear of the 
consequences. 

Gender of respondent 
Age of respondent 

Item 
268. 

270. 

feels free to give constructive, confrontive 
feedback to the partner without fear of the 
consequences. 

believes we can discuss personal problems 
with each other without getting angry. 

Gender of respondent 
Age of respondent 

Eigenvalue 
Theta 

Eigenvalue 
Theta 

Self-perception 
Factor 1 Conununality 

.87198 .76035 

.82698 .68389 

1.60669 
.50334 

Perception of Other 
Factor 1 Conununality 

.83256 .69315 

.79610 .51395 

--
1.48912 

.43784 "' 0 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study was undertaken to accomplish the following 

objectives: (a) to revise the MI to facilitate the 

collection of self-perception and perception of other data; 

(b) to create the linear composite scales for the 

communication dimension; and (c) to assess the stability of 

the composite scale scores for those factors correlated with 

relationship communication. 

Researchers, theorists, and clinicians, for over half a 

century, have worked on devising instruments predictive of 

relationship quality. Two factors have generated this 

activity: first, the high divorce rate in the United States, 

which had risen to 1,180,000 in 1984 [5.1 per 1,000 

population] (National Center for Health Statistics, 1986); 

second, research has determined that the stability of a 

relationship is highly correlated with the quality thereof 

Lewis & Spanier, 1979) . 

In an attempt to assess substantive areas correlated 

with relationship quality, three researchers at Brigham 

Young University, in collaboration with ten prominent family 

experts from around the United States (The Marriage Study 

Consortium), have compiled items from previously developed 

inventories thought to be predictive of relationship 

quality . Although these researcher theorists should be 

commended for having added to our present knowledge of 

relationship quality and the assessment thereof, they have 
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neglected several factors critical to the development of an 

i nstrument capable of providing an accurate assessment of 

relationship quality . The present study suggests that 

pe r ception of other and structural equivalence have been 

omitted. 
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A couple's evaluation of relationship quality is primarily 

subj ec t ive in nature, based on two forms of perception . The 

first is the perception one has of her/his own functioning 

with in the expectant roles of the relationship (self-perception). 

The second is the i ndividual's perception of the partner's role 

performance (perception of other). This second form of 

perception is predicated on a preconceived set of expectations 

which may or may not have been disclosed to the partner but 

remain as the basis for evaluating the partner. 

With the addition of this second form of perception, 

many of the i tems previously used to assess and predict 

relationship qualit y , more specifically communication, were 

found to be insignificantly correlated with re lat ionship 

quality. For this reason, the prerequisite for retaining an 

item for f urther analyses was that t he item achieve a factor 

load ing of .50 or greater . 

Structura l equivalence has also been omitted from earlier 

studies. Structural equivalence, for the purpose of this study, 

refers to the fact that an item is relevant and predictive 

regardless of the respondent 1 s age and/or gender. Even 

though an item has been corre l ated with some identified 

relationship dimension for both self -perception and 



perception of other, the item does not accurately contribute 

to the overall assessment of the particular substantive area 

of the relationship if it is found to be correlated with age 

and/or gender. To merely assume that an item is structurally 

equivalent because it correlates with a given dimension or 

subscale is methodologically problematic. 

Structural equivalence for age and gender is 

particularly important when designing an instrument which has 

utility for heterosexual couples of various ages. For this 

reason, age and gender were included as variables in the 

factor analyses of the present study to eliminate those items 

identified from extant research which may be biased. 

When perception of other, age, and gender were included 

in the analyses, many of the items previously believed to 

comprise communication were determined inappropriate and did 

not warrant further attention. In conc lusion , this research 

study suggests that the items which were eliminated from 

further analyses were not accurate representations of 

relationship communication or the dimensions thereof. 

In this study factor analyses were performed on the items 

comprising the communication dimension of the CI. The 

factor analyses followed those procedures outlined in the 

Analysis section. The issues of perception and structural 

equivalence were considered. Theta, a test of reliability, 

was calculated on those factors found to be theoretically 

consistent. 
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Estimate of Reliability 

The four factors remaining that met the criterion 

established in the Analysis procedures were General Openness, 

Emotional Openness, Understanding, and Conflict Management. 

Although no set rules have been established for determining a 

significant Theta score, all the identified factors achieved 

a score greater than .50 and were thus considered reliable 

(see Tables 12, 13, 14, and 15) . Since the subscales are 

comprised of relatively few items, it was anticipated that 

the reliability coefficient would be low. In this study, 

however, all reliability coefficients were greater than .66; 

therefore, should future researchers determine other items 

which would correlate with those already identified and add 

them in, the result would be a higher reliability coefficient . 

Issues of Validity 

Several experts in the family field reviewed each 

communication item and agreed that the selected items were 

representative of communication. 

Although deemed important, as continued work on the 

construction of the CI progresses, it was not the intent of 

the present study to assess criterion-related validity. It 

should be noted, however, that previous research using items 

in the CI have shown a correlation between the item and a 

given criterion. This suggests that criterion-related 

validity is present even thoug h the new factors have not been 

specifically tested for c riterion-related validity. 
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Also, after the CI has been fully developed, researchers 

can test for construct validity administering the measures to 

two groups (clinical and nonclinical) known to be different . 

If construct validity is upheld, the two groups should 

produce different scores (Eckhardt & Ermann, 1977). 

Identified Factors 

For one of the subscales, problem solving, none of the 
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items met the specified criteria (e.g., theoretical consistency, 

structural equivalence, loading on the same factor for both self­

perception and perception of other, and/or a factor score of .SO 

or greater) . This subscale was, therefore, considered 

problematic and deleted from further analysis. Analysis of the 

decision making subscale could not be completed due to 

limitations of the SPSSx computer program. 

General openness. Four items, which address such 

issues as personal problems, confiding in each other, sharing 

personal ideals, and giving feedback to the partner (see 

Table 12), comprise this communication factor. When these 

items are combined, a global dimension of openness is formed, 

revolving around the most well-recognized areas of relational 

disclosure. A global measure of general openness is 

advantageous in various contexts of assessment. After a 

general assessment has been made, it is then possible to 

focus more specifically on substantive relationship issues 

divulged by the couple during the process of communication. 

Thus, beginning with global, then proceeding to more specific 

is a logical explanatory process. 



Emotional openness . The emotional openness factor is 

comprised of three items assessing the degree of couple 

disclosure and sharing of information concerning 

personal feelings (see Table 13). 

Emotional openness, though global in nature, is a 

dimension of general openness. This finding is also 

significant in that it suggests that openness may be 

multidimensional. The identification and understanding of the 

various dimensions of openness become critical to accurately 

perceiving the partner in terms of the partner's ideas, 

thoughts, and feelings. 
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Understanding. Previous research has treated understanding 

as a continuum ranging from understanding to misunderstanding. 

This conceptualization is problematic since the way the items in 

this subscale factor does not suggest a continuum. This study 

addressed the problem by conceptualizing understanding as a 

unidimensional construct. To remedy the conceptual difficulty, 

the items previously identified as depicting misunderstanding 

were re-weighted. When these re-weighted items were included 

in the factor analysis with those previously identified as indicants 

of understanding, the analysis resulted in the four items loading 

as one factor (see Table 14). The items, as they appeared in 

the inventory have been reworded so that they are theoretically 

consistent with the construct and re-weighting is no longer 

necessary. 

Conflict management. Although the eigenvalue and Theta 

score for this factor are decreased due to the necessary 



inclusion of age and gender (see Table 15), this factor 

identifies a dimension of communication that deserves further 

attention. Conflict management is important to the 

maintenance of relationships (e . g. Stuart, 1980) and 

necessary to relationship quality. 

Implications 

This study has identified important information that will 

contribute to the study and assessment of relationship 

quality. With the addition of perception of other to self­

perception information, clinicians will have a more holistic 

view of the dynamics of relationship communication. 

Clinicians will be able to use the couple openness and 

understanding measures to assess specific couple needs. Based 

on the data collected and the evaluation derived therefrom, 

the clinician will be better able to formulate interventive 

strategies and instigate these strategies in such a way to 

directly enhance relationship communication and indirectly 

facilitate relationship quality . 

Moreover, the use of these measures of communication is not 

restricted to clinical populations, but can be effectively 

used to improve already desirable relationship communication 

patterns, through perhaps the most recognized manner, the 

communication training offered in relationship enhancement 

programs. 

This study makes several important theoretical and 

methodological contributions which will facilitate 

future research in relationship dynamics in general and, 
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specifically, in relationship communication. 

First, the present study goes beyond merely supporting 

previous research which has set forth self-disclosure 

and understanding as important communication dimensions 

of relationship communication. This research indicates that 

the number of items in current inventories could be 

significantly reduced by taking into account their relevance 

to perception of other, self-perception, and structural 

equivalence. The result would be a pool of items which could 

more appropriately examine dynamic relationship 

communication. 

Second, this study demonstrates that certain dimensions 

of relationship communication can be more accurately 

assessed when the researcher combines and examines the 

results of self-perception and perception of other data. 

Using this methodology, it is suggested that the data 

acquired is more likely to lead to the formation of 

empirically based conclusions and recommendations that 

facilitate intervention programs which would directly address 

the enhancement of relationship communication. 

Third, the findings of this study, particularly the 

relative importance of perception of other data in assessing 

relationship issues, as well as structural equivalence, have 

potential generalizability to other substantive relationship 

areas (e.g., role expectations, values, etc.). 

Fourth, the items retained through the complete analytic 

process were those which appeared to present a more global, as 
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opposed to a specific, conceptualization of the communications 

construct under investigation. Such variables permit a 

multiplicity of issues to be explicitly and/or implicitly 
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examined within the same context. From a more global perspective, 

when all areas have been analyzed, the pool of general possibilities 

could be reduced and focused to more specific areas. 

Fifth, there is some evidence, even at a global level, 

of multidimensionality . This was particularly noted in the 

findings related to openness, wherein two independent 

factors were found. 

Within family life education, communication 

forms the foundation on which most of the substantive 

information is predicated. This appears to be true 

regardless of whether the subject is human sexuality, 

parenting processes, etc. In fact, an examination of the 

reasons given for divorce (e.g., sex, finances, 

incompatibility, etc.) suggest that these reasons are closely 

related to the inability of the couple to communicate and 

resolve problematic issues. 

Communication factors add several important contributions 

to family life education. First, the communication items, 

and in the future the CI, will provide a basis for the 

assessment of potential relationship problems, as well as 

strengths. It is proposed that the completed CI will be 

appropriate for use in high school family life education 

courses, as well as colleges and universities. Students who 

are dating, engaged, living together, or married will be 



able to take the inventory and obtain results regarding 

substantive areas of their relationship. 

Second. the communication items can be used by 

practitioners to assess relationship communication, 

providing them with the necessary knowledge to educate 

couples who have taken the inventory in the skills 

necessary to facilitate openness, understanding, and conflict 

management. 

Third, in educational settings addressing relationship 

development, the communication factors identified in this 

study provide new information regarding important 

variables in relationship communication. Relationship issues 

presently taught in educational courses are not taking into 

consideration the combined role of self-perception and 

perception of other, openness, and understanding as described 

in this study. College and university classes such as 

Marriage and the Family, could also benefit from this new 

information, especially when the analyses on the entire CI 

have been completed. 

Finally, because the overall project intends 

to provide couples with a useful instrument for 

assessing their own relationship and interpreting the 

results thereof, couples could take the inventory with their 

partner and privately examine t he results. This information can 

give couples a greater knowledge of their relationship and 

suggest what they can do to increase their awareness of one 

another. 

60 



Conclusions 

By combining self-perception and perception of other data 

with the test for structural equivalence, this study has 

identified four factors that are reliable measures of couple 

communication: namely, general openness, emotional openness, 

understanding, and conflict management. These dimensions of 

communication are important when multiple perceptions and 

structural equivalence have been evaluated. This study has 

identified four topics that are of special significance. 

First, with the assessment of communication items through 

the use of self-perception and perception of other, many 

items previously thought to be reliable measures of coupled 

communication were found to be limited to self-perception 

only. When combined with a test for structural equivalence, 

these communication items became less biased in terms of whom 

the measures can accurately assess . 

Second, the openness dimension, and probably the others 

as well, appear to be multidimensional. Instead of assuming 

that the present measures are inclusive of all possible 

components of the given dimension, this study suggests that 

further research in this area is needed. 

Third, prior to this study, understanding has been viewed 

as a continuum ranging from understanding to 

misunderstanding . The results of this study indicate that 

this does not hold true. When the items measuring 

misunderstanding were changed to assess understanding, the 

items formed one factor instead of splitting into two 
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factors, as was found in previous research. 

Fourth, those items previously included as measures of 

problem solving and decision making were highly correlated 
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with age and gender of the respondent or did not make theoretical 

sense and were therefore unreliable, biased measures. 

Limitations 

Although the communications items previously discussed 

are applicable in a number of settings, several limitations 

have been identified; namely, sampling, the inability to 

complete analysis on two of the identified communication 

subscales due to a flaw in the computer program, the validity 

of the scales, and the need to measure relationship quality 

through the use of multiple relational variables. 

First, the sample size for this study was restricted to 

183 couples due to the limitations imposed by a) the sampling 

process and b) the length of the inventory. Due to the 

reliance on colleagues around the United States to collect 

data, the majority of subjects sampled were affiliated with a 

university and as such may not be representative of the 

population in general. In addition , there were no subjects 

identified as "clinical" and therefore no conclusions or 

comparisons can be suggested regarding this population. 

The length of the inventory also proved a limitation. 

All researchers involved in the collection of data noted that 

many couples either did not complete the inventory or did not 

participate due to the amount of time required for 

completion. 



Although the sample size for the overall inventory 

was necessarily small because the analyses did not look 

specifically at a restricted area, it was determined to be 

adequate to analyze the communication subscales. 

In addition to sample size producing potential 

limitations to the study, the generalizability of the study 

has also been limited by the fact that the sample obtained 

was not random. It should be noted, however, that due to the 

exploratory nature of this study, the sampling procedures 

were considered adequate to address the questions necessary 
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to limiting the size of the inventory for future investigations. 

It is recommended that when the analyses on remaining 

subscales are completed, the resulting smaller pool of 

items be readministered to a larger representative sample. 

Such a procedure will overcome the sampling limitations and 

will increase the probability of identifying relational 

factors correlated with relationship quality. 

Second, as was discussed in the Results chapter, the 

SPSSx computer program used to analyze the data assigned all 

factors containing less than three variables the same factor 

score. This made final analysis of the decision making and 

conflict management dimensions impossible within the 

restrictions of the present program. 

Third, although reliability scores for the identified 

factors were high, the study was not designed to directly 

address the questions of criterion-related and construct 

validity. 



Fourth, this study was part of a larger study which is 

in the process of analyzing the remaining subscales 

contained in the CI. Until these analyses are completed, 

the communications factors identified in this study have 

limited utility in view of the need to look at relationship 

quality from a multidimensional perspective. 

This study, despite the limitations identified, 

focusing specifically on the communication dimensions 

referred to as understanding and openness, significantly 

contributes to the present knowledge of relationship 

communication . Furthermore, when the CI is completed, 

it will significantly contribute to the present knowledge on 

relationship qual ity and the assessment thereof. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The results of this study have identified several 

important contributions to the knowledge on couple 

communication . However, there are several recommendations 

that would greatly add to this knowledge and the utility of 

the identified communication dimensions. 

First, although the results of this study are important, 

future research should focus on identifying additional items 

which could be used to measure the previously identified 

communications dimensions. 

Second, since the openness dimension appears to be 

multidimensional, this study recommends that all 

communications dimensions be evaluated in order to test the 

hypothesis that they may also be general dimensions which can 
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be broken down into more than one communication measure. 

Third, future research should also address non-verbal 

communication, specifically how this communication impacts 

verbal communication between couples. 

Fourth, completion of the CI analyses should be completed 

so that profiling of the identified dimensions can be 

initiated. This step is necessary if the CI is to have 

utility as an assessment tool. When this profiling is 

completed, the CI could be combined with other instruments 

such as the T-JTA to provide a more holistic assessment of 

the given relationship. 

Finally, a longitudinal study should be undertaken from a 

representative sample . From this study, the validity of the 

CI scales could be completed; the CI would then become a 

viable instrument for assessing the quality and stability of 

heterosexual relationships. 
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APPENDIX 



THE COUPLES INVENTORIES 

Dear Participant: 

You have been selected to participate in ll national study f o r the purpose of 
designing an in!>t rument that wil l be used to assess couple compatibility and predic t 
the likelihood of a successful rela t ionship . 

The inventories* in thi s booklet are for couples who are married, engaged, 
seriously cons idering marriage , o r living together. The questions deal with topics 
such as your read i ness for marr iage or an intimate re lationship and how similar you 
.qre to you r partner. This focuR makes the i nvento r ies useful in evaluating couple 
compa tibility and predicting changes of a s u ccessfu l relationship. 

Upon final developmen t of the instrument, coup les who compete these inventorieR 
will have the oppor tunit y t o di~cuss their scores with a therapist, counselor, clergy 
or othe r helping person who has :~dm i nlstered the instrument. This will help the 
couple understand what the sco r eg me~n and h ow the sco res can help them either better 
p r epare for marriage or e nhance their present relationship. 

No po rt ion of the information prov ided by you will be used for purposes other 
than resea r ch designed to develop the instrument. Analyses will be presented on 
grrmps o f couples rather than individual couples , thus assuring confidentiality and 
a nonymity. 

ln behalf of my col leagues, I express our appreciation to you at this time for 
your will ingness to take part in this very important study. 

Sincerely yours, 

D. Ktm Openshaw , NSW, Ph.D . 
Principal Investigator 
Ass:f.sta nt Professor and Coordinator 
Marrbge and Family Therapy 
Utah St:tte University 
Lo~etn, UT 843 22 

*These invt"ntories wer e developed by the Marriage S tudy Consortium, a multi­
university ~ r oup study i ng marri:.pe and relationship deve l opment. The authors on the 
fro nt cove r ~re the p rimary authors, but they were ass isted by t he f ollowing indi­
viduai.c:, listed alphabe t ically: Alan Acock , Ca rlf red Brode rick, Wesle y R. Burr, 
R;a ndall Day, Mnrtin Denker, Erik Filsinger , Richa r d Galligan, Th omas B. Ho l ma!l, David 
1\Jcfn . C.eoffr<>y Leigh , Gn r y Peterc;on , Ri c hard Smirh , and Murrary Strau s . 

Somr of the items in these lnventorfcs were deve l oped by other schola rs in the 
firld of m~rr i agc <1nd the family s u ch as Ernes t Burgess and his colleagues , Go rdon 
AJ1porr. t.tesley Poe , Harie Dunn, Graham Spanie r, Richard Stuart, and o thers. Sincere 
appreciation is expressed to them. 
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GFNERAL 1 NSTRUCT10NS 

I. E<~ch person who col'lpletes the inventories should have a booklet and an ans"'er 
sheet . 

2 . Comple te the inventories ;~.lone, and do not talk with your partner or anyone els e 
while you are answering t~estions. 

3. Do not write o r mark on this booklet . Mark your answers .£!!..!l. on the answer 
sheet provided. 

4. BE SURE TO ANSWER EVERY QUESTION, even if you feel uncertain about the answer. 

5 . Indic;Jte your answer on the answer sheet by making a heavy pencil mark in the 
appropriate space. 

6 . If you need to change an answer, erase your first answer completely. 

7 . As you comp lete t he questions, there is sometimes a tet!lptation to give the 
"ideal" ans"'ers, rather than the cold, hard truth. The more honest yo u are, the 
more valuable the scores will be to the development of the instrument. 
Therefore . . . "tell it like it is," not like you'd like it to be. 
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HI STORY AND PLANS 

(a) Answer each of the following questions as the y app l y to you r own history and 
plans . 

(b) Pick the answer which most accurately describes your situation . 

(c) Do not leave a blank to indicate a ~answer. 

l . My sex is: 
I . Hale 
2 . fema l e 

2. I am: 
l , The only child 
2 . The oldest c hild 
3. An in- between child 
4 . The youn g e s t child 

) . My p r esent marital status i s : 
I . Single (no t going with a nyone in particular) 
2 . Single (go ing with one person mostly) 
) . Living together wit h no plans to marry pa rtner 
4. Living together with plans to marry partne r 
5 . Engag e d or informally planning on marriage 
6. Married and i t is my first marriage 
7 . Remar ri ed after being widowed o r divorced 
8. Separated, divorced, or widowed and no t r emarr ied 
9 . None of t he abov e 

4 . I am enrolled in: 
1. High school 
2 . Technical school 
3 , J unior college 
4 . University/Co llege 
5 . I am no t a stude nt 

5 . Ho1J much formal education have I com pleted? 
1. Hi r,h schoo l 
2. fr eshman o r soph01r.ore (college or technical school) 
3. Junior or s en ior (college or technicr~.l school) 
4. College bachelo rs degree 
5. Graduate stud ies 
6 . Gr adunte degree 
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6 . My scholastic ave ra ge (C.PA) is (or wa s): 
l. F 
2 . 
3 . c 

5. A 

7. W'hile growing up I lived most of my life i n: 
L. Aruralarea 
2 . A small town; under S ,000 (not a suburb) 
3 . A small city ; 5,000-100 , 000 (no t a suburb ) 
4 . A suburb of a large city 
5. A l arge city; 100,000+ 

8 . The place where I live at this time is : 
1. A rural area 
2 . 1\ small town; under 5,000 (no t a suburb) 
) . A small city ; 5,000- 100 , 000 ( not a s uburb) 
4 . A suburb of a large city 
5 . A large city ; 100,000+ 

9 . My race is : 
l. White 
2 . Black 
3 . American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut 
4 . Asian, Pacific Islande r 
5 . Hi sp;:mic 
6 . Other 

LO. My religious affiliation is : 
1. Catholic 
2 . Protes t ant 
3 . Jewish 
4. L.fl . S . (Mannon) 
5 . Other 

I I. I •.:auld r.1tc my own physical attrac tivenes s as: 
1 . Very unattrac tive 
2 . Una ttra c ti ve 
) . Average 
4. Attr.1 ctive 
S . Ve r y attractive 

12 . How rn.1n·: close friends of the oppo!; ite se:-: have I had ? 
I. None 
2. One or two 
) . Three or four 
4 . Five to ten 
5 . Ovr>.r ten 

HISTORY & PlANS 
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13. How m.:my of the opposi te SCl< have I gone steady with? 
l. None 
2 . One 
) . Two 
4 . Three 
5 . Four or more 

!4. How many dates have T had in t he last year? 
1 . I'm married 
2 . non e 
3 . les s than 5 
4. more than 5. but less than 25 
5 . more than 25 

15 . How active am I in my church? 
1 . I am not active 
2 . I attend a few meetings 
) . attend most of my meetings 
4 . attend all my meetings but don't really like t o g o 
5 . I attend all my meetings and enjoy going 

16. How many separated or divorced people do 1 know well? 
l. None 
2 . One to two 
J. Three or four 
4. F'ive to ten 
5. More than ten 

17. My political views are: 
I. Very conservative 
2 . Slightly conservative 
J. Neutral 
4 . Slightly liberal 
5 . Very liberal 

18. Where did I get most of my information about sex? 
l. Parcnt(s) 
2 . Other adult(s) 
J. F'riend(s) 
4. Brother(s) or sisteds) 
5 . Reading 
6. Other sou r ces 

19. !low many children do my parents have? (Include adop t ions) 
l. 1 
2 . 2-3 
J. t.-5 
4 . 6 + 

HISTORY & PLANS 
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20. l! o'w' many children do you have? 
l. I 
2. 2-) 
) . 4- 5 
t. . n ... 
5 . None 

~1. I I.I<! S reared mostly : 
I. By my natural father and mothe r 
2 . By a natural parent .:md a step parent 
). By one natural parent on ly 
t.. ln a foste r home(s ) o r orphanage(s ) 
5. Other 

22 . On the •..;rhole , my childhood vas: 
I. Extrc!'lely unhappy 
2 . Less happy than average 
) . Ab out aver11ge 
4 . More happy t han average 
5. Ex tremel y happy 

HI STORY & PLANS 
-4-

23. The highest level of formal education completed by my mot her was : 
1. Grade school 
2, High school 
) . Technical school 
t., College/University 
5 . Graduate school 

24 . The hi!!hest level of formal education completed by my f ather was: 
1. Grade school 
2 . High school 
) . Technical school 
4, Col le~e /University 

5 . Gr ndu:ttc school 

25 . Whi ch comes closest to de scribing my mother ' s occupation? 
I. Homenaker 
2. Services (maid, ~o~attre ss , etc.) 
). Clerical (secretary, etc.) 
4. Professional or managerinl 
5 . Other 

26 . Which comes closest t o describing my fa t her ' s occupation? 

l. Laborer 
2. Fnrm Owner 
) . Tr .1dcs m.1n (plumber, mOJ c hinist, etc.) 
4. Pr of. . .!.<>slonal or m.1n.1gcrial 
5 . Ot he r 
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27. !,.,'hlle growing up, the marital status of my mother was: 
I, ~larried (their first marri~~e) --
2 . Divorced or separated and not relll(lrried 
) , Remarried after a divorce 
4 , Remarried after a death o f Rpou s e 
5 . One or both deceased and other not remarried 

28 , While growin~ up, the marital status of my fathe r wa s : 
I. Harried (their first marriage) --
2. Divorced or separated and not remarried 
3 . Remarried after a divorce 
4. ReT'la rried afte r a death of spou se 
5. One or both deceased and othe r not remarried 

29. How happy was my mother in her marriage? 
1. Ve r y unhappy --
2 . Unhappy 
3. Average 
4 . Happier than average 
5 . Very happy 

JO . How happy was my f.1ther in his marriage? 
I. Very unhappy --
2 . Unhappy 
) • Average 
4. Happier than average 
5. Very happy 

Jl. While g rowing up my feeling s toward my mother 1oo1ere: 
l. Very attached 
2. Attached 
3. Neutral 
4, Little attachment 
5 . No attachment 

32 . My present feelings toward my mo ther are: 
I . Very attached --
2. Attached 
3. Neutral 
4. Little attacluTJent 
5 . No attachment 

33. While growing up my feelings tOIJ.:lrd my~ were: 
t . Very attached 
2 . Attached 
) . Neutral 
4 . Little attachment 
5 . :-.:o ;.J.tt.1chment 

HISTORY & PLANS 
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34. ~1y present feelings t oward my father are: 
I . Very attached 
2 . Attached 
) . Neutr .1l 
4 . Little ;1ttachmcnt 
5 . No .1tt.1chment 

HISTORY & PLANS 
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35. While growi ng up, my mother showed physical affection toward me by hugging and 
kissing me : --
1. Never 
2 . Almost never 
3 . Almost always 
4 . Alwa ys 

36 . \Jhile growing up , my f ather showed physical affection toward me by hugging and 
kissing me : 
J . Never 
2 . Almost neve r 
3 , Almost always 
4 . Always 

37. While growing up, I experienced a fe eling of security in my relationship with my 
mothe r : 
~ver 
2 . Almost never 
3. Almost always 
4. Alway s 

38 . While growing up, I exper ienced a feeling of security in my relationship with my 
father: 
~ver 
2. Almost never 
3 . Almos t always 
4 . Alw.:~y !'l 

39 . While growing up , when my mother tried to influence me, she would explain to me 
the prob~ble impact of my beh;Jvior on others and myself: 
I. Never 
2 . Almost never 
3. Almost always 
4 . Always 

40 . \,'hJ lc p,rrwing up, when mv father tried to influence me, he would explain to me 
the prob.:tble impact of mY ~or on others and myself: 
1. tle\'cr 
2. Ali[ OSt never 
3 . 1\lmost always 
4 . Al'"".1 Y'' 
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l1\ . Once rules were established in my family , my~ was firm in enforcing them: 
I . Never 
2 . Almo st never 
3 . Almost <~lways 
4 . Always 

42. Once r u l('S were established in my famil y , my~ was firm in enforcing them: 
1. Ne ver 
2 . Almo s t never 
3. Almost alwa ys 
4 . Alwa ys 

43. While grot.•ing up, my~ enjoy ed do i ng things with me: 
1 . Never 
2 . Almost never 
3. Almost al,.,ays 
4. Always 

4 4 . ~Th ile g r o1 .. ing up, my father enjoyed doing things with me: 
1. f'Jever --
2 . Almost neve r 
3 . Almost always 
4. Alway s 

45 . While growing up, my moth e r would get cross and angry at me when I did something 
she d ldn' t approve of-, - -
1. Never 
2. Almost never 
3 . Almost always 
4. Always 

46. ~:i!~d~;~w!~~r~~; ~i:~ would get c ross and angry at me when I did something 

I. Never 
2 . Aloost neve r 
3 . Alt1ost alway s 
4. Ah•ays 
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F.vcrvone gets into conflicts with other people, and sometimes these l ead to phys i cal b lows 
Rtl c h a s pushing, shoving, and hitting . 

During the last year in my pa r ents' 
home, how many tir.~es, on the average, 
did' 

4 7 . My brothers and/or sisters 
push, shove or hi t me? 

48 . I push, shove or hit one 
of my brothe r s an d /o r 
sisters? 

49. My parents push, shove or 
hit me? 

50 . I push , shove or hit my 
parents? 

B. During the last yea r l wa s dating, 
how many times , on the ave r age, did: 

51 . My dating partner/fiance ' (e) 
push, shove or hit me? 

52. 1 push, shove or hit my dating 
partner I fiance ' (e)? 

C . Durlng the past year of my marriage, 
how many times , on the average , did: 

5J . Hy spouse push , shove or hit me? 

54. I push, shove or hit my s pouse? 

D. During the last yP.1r , whi!e ch ildren 
were in the home, how many time s , on 
the a\•e ra ge , clid: 

55. My children pusll, shove o r hit me? 

56. I pu!;h, shove or hit my children? 

Neve r 

On c e 
t hat 
year 

About 
2 to 9 

t imes 

Abou t 
10 to 20 

times 

Mo r e 
than 

20 
times 

Not 
App 11-
cable 
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Some times our confltcts lead to more serious things like kicking, biting, hitting hard with a 
fi s t , beatings , and hitting with objects. 

A. During the last yea r in my parents' 
home h01.- many times, on the average, 
did: 

57. ~1y brothers and/or sisters kick, 
bite , hit vith a fist or object, 
or beat me? 

58 . I kick, bite, hit with a fist 
or object, or beat one of my 
brothers <tnd/or s i sters? 

59 . ~!y parents kick, bite, hit w-ith 
a fis t o r objec t, or beat me? 

60 . I kick, bite, hit with a fist or 
object, or beat one of r:ty parents? 

B. During the last year l ~o~as dating ho~o~ 
many times, on the average, did : 

61. Hy dating partner/fiance'(e) 
kick, bite , hit w-ith a fist or 
object, or beat me ? 

62. I kick, bite, hit wtth a fist 
o r obj ect, o r beat my dating 
partner / fiance' (e)? 

C. Dur ing the pa s t year of my marriage 
hm,o maP.y times, on the average, did: 

63 . ~1y spou se kick, bit e , ht r with 
.:t f l s t or obiec t, or beat me? 

6l. . 1 kick , bite , hit ~o~lth a f ist or 
object , o r bea t my s pouse? 

n . Ouring the l.1 s t year, wh i le chiltlr en 
wher e in the home, how many times , 
the average, d i d : 

65 . ~ly child(rcn) k ick, hlte, hit 
•o~ith a fist or object , or beat me? 

1)6 . I ldck , bi t e , hit w-ith a fin 
o r ob j ect, or beat my child(rcnl~ 

Never 

Once 
that 
year 

More 
About About than 

2 to 9 10 t o 20 20 
times times times 

Not 
Appli­
cable 
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67. How many months (will elapse/elapsed) between the time I met my fia nce' (e) and 
our marriage? 
1. Less than l month 
2 . I to 4 months 
3, 4 to 10 mon ths 
4, 10 to 20 months 
5. Over 20 months 

68. How ma ny months (will elapse/elapsed) betveen our engagement (or the time at 
which we both had a definite understanding that we were to be married J and the 
date of our marriage? 
1. Less than 1 mon t h 
2 l to 3 months 
3. 3 to 6 months 
4 . 6 to 12 months 
5 . Ove r 12 months 

69. The locH ion of the marriage cereoony (will be/was): 
l . Church or other religious building 
2 . Home by religious leader 
3. Home by c ivil authority 
4, J ustice of the Peace 
5. Other place 

70. Ho..., does my c losest friend feel about my partner? 
1. Strongly approves 
2, t-lildly approves 
3. Neutral 
4. Mildly disapproves 
5. Strongly" disapproves 

71 . How do t:'IY paren t s f eel about my marriage? 
I . Both disapprove 
2 , One disapproves 
) , Both nre neutral 
4, Only one approves 
5 . Both approve 

72 . liow t.~ould t rate the physical appearance of my partner? 
1 . Very plain looking 
2 . Pl.:lin looking 
3 . Fairly good l ooking 
4 . Cood looking 
5. Very good looking 

73 . Do I e ver wish T had no t become engaged and/o r married? 
l . Never 
2 . Almost never 
3 . Almost always 
t. . ,\!ways 
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74 . !!ave [ ever thought seriously about ending our relationship? 
I. Never 
2. Occasionally 
3 . fre quen tly 
4 . Continually 
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75. !!ow often do we show physical affection in our relationship (kissing, 
embracing, etc.): 
1 . Never 
2. Occasionally 
) . Frequently 
4. Continually 

76. Are we satisfied with the amount of phy sical affection we demonstrate 
in our relationship? 
I . Both desi re less 
? He/she desires less, other desires more 
3. Be/she is satisfied , o the r desires more 
4 . He/she is satisfied, o ther desires le ss 
5 . Bo th satisfied 

77. !low similar are we in our lesiure time interests? 
1 . Very different 
2. Some simi l arity, but many dif f erences 
3. Fairly similar, but a few differences 
4. Very simila r 
5. Identical in every way 

78 . How similar an! we in our religious be::liefs? 
1. Very different 
2 . Some similarity, but many differences 
) . Fairly sioilar , but a few differences 
4 . Very simila r 
5 . ldent ic-:~1 in every wa y 

79. If I c ould change such c harac tcrisiti cs in my partner as physical appearance, 
ir.tellectual abil ity, te mperamen t or personality traits, ideas, personal habits, 
etc. , h ow many wou ld I c han ge? 
I. Non~ 

2. A few 
) . Quite a fe1.1 
L. . A large number 

80 . ~y pa rtner's attitude toward children i s : 
I. S trongly objects to having c hil dren 
2 . Hildlv objec t s to havin!! ch il d ren 
) . ~!ilJlY de.<>ires to have c hildren 
1.. Stron~ly des ires to have children 

8 !, ~l y attitude tow;trd child ren i s : 
I. Strongly object to hav inE! c hi ldrcn 
-· ~!iltlly objec t to h.wing c hi.ldrcn 
3. Mildly desire to have child r en 
t. . Strongly des ire to have ch ildren 
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0:! . My feel in~ toward my father - in-laY o r f uture fa the r-in-la w i s: 
l. I dislike him very much 
2. I dislike him mildly 
3. 1 have mixed feelings (o r, I don't know hie) 
4 . I like him mildly 
5 . T like him very much 

83 . My attitude tOilard my mother-in-law or future mother-in-lav is : 
I. T dislike her ve r y mu ch 
2. I dislike her mildly 
3 . 1 have mixed feeling~ (o r, I don't know her) 
4 , I like her mildly 
5 . I like her very much 

84 . How rnuch do I like the way my in-laws or future in-laws treat each other? 
1. 1 dizlike it very mu ch 
2. I dislike it mildly 
J. I have rnh.ed feelings (or, t don ' t know them well enough to know) 
4, I like i t mildly 
5. l 1 ike it very mu ch 

RS. Which on!'! of the following statements best describes how I feel about the 
future of our r elationshi p? 

l. Our relations hip can never s ucceed, and t here is no more that I can do t o 
keep the rela tionship go ing 

2. It would be n i ce if our re l a tionsh i p succeeded, but I expect my partner t o 
do most of the changing 

3. 1 want very much for our relat ions hip to succeed and will do my fair s hare 
to see that it does 

4 . I want very much for our r ela tionship t o succeed and will go almost to any 
length to see that it does 

86 . The political v i ews of my partner are: 
1. Ve r y conservative 
2. Slightly conserva tive 
3. Neutral 
4. Slightly liberal 
5. Very liberal 

87 . !low mu ch money (will/did) we have in a savings account when we (get / got) 
married? 
l . None 
2. L~ss than SlOO 
3 . S IQ0-5500 
4 . $500-S\000 
5 . Over $1,000 

88 . lo1l3 t (will be/was) our indebtedness at the time of our marriage? (Include c harge 
a CCC'tmts ;J.nd amount owed on lo.:1m;. Do n o t include car or house loans. ) 
I . None 
2. Less th,1n S IOO 
3 . SI00-$1000 
4 . s 1000-$5000 
5 . Over S50CO 
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Mo <; t pe('lptc h.1ve some a re as wh e re the y agree 01nd o thers where they disagree . In your 
optonion , how much agreement do you and yo ur partner have in the following areaa 7 

89 . Handling finances 

90 . Religious matter s 

9 1. Demonstrations of affection 

92. Friends 

93 . Ways of dealing with parents 
or inlaws 

94. Sex ual interaction 

95 . Daily social interac tion with 
each othe r 

96 . Household management [The 
way chores around the ho use 
(would be/are ) divided] 

97 . The way we communicate 

98 . The way we make decisions 

99. The way 1o1e manage conflict 

100 . Child ca re .3nd parenting 

101 . Persona l habits and appearance 

102. Amount of free t ime a part 

103 . ,\mount of free time together 

Occa- Almost 
Always Usually sionally Alway s Always 

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
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l!ow much agreement do you believe your partner would indicate then~ i s in each of the 
foll owing .:1reas? 

104. Handling finances 

lOS. Religious matters 

106. Demonstration of affection 

107 . Friends 

108 . Ways of dealing with parents 
o r inlaws 

109. Sexual interaction 

110. Daily social interaction with 
each other 

Ill. Household m.anagement [The way 
chores around the hou se 
(would be/are) divided! 

11 2. The way we communicate 

113. The way we make decisions 

114. The way we manage conflict 

115. Child care and parenting 

116. Personal habits and appearance 

117. Amount of free time apart 

11 8 . Amount of free time together 

Occa- Almost 
Always Usually s ionally Always Always 

Di sag r ee Disag r ee Disagree Agree Agree 

87 



119 . How of ten do my partner and I quarrel? 
l . Never 
2 . Almost never 
3 . Almost al .... ays 
4. Always 

120 . How of ten do my partner and I get o n each othe r's nerves? 
I, Never 
2 . Almost never 
3. Almost always 
4, Always 

HISTORY & PLANS 
-1 5-

121 . \low o ften do my partner and I have .a stimulating exchange of ideas? 
1. Never 
2 . Almost never 
) . Almost always 
4. Always 

122 . !low often do my partner and I laugh together ? 
I . Never 
2 . Almost never 
3 . Almost always 
4 . Always 

123. In general , how often do I think that things between me and my partner are going 
well? 
t. Never 
2 . Almost never 
3, Almost always 
4, Always 

88 



VALUES - PART A 

-1 6 -

C.eneral f':o11plc Instructions 

(a) Parts A and B of this inven t o r y wi ll need to be completed twice. First 
complete bo th parts as they apply to you as an individual. When you ha ve 
answered for yourself, comple t e both parts A and B a second time as you 
think they apply to your partner. 

(b) Answer the questions honestly , not pain t ing a "rosy" picture, even if it 
hurts a little. 

VALUES IN MARRIAGE 

Part A 

I nstructions 

(a) These questions dea l with ways yo u and you r par tne r believe you should act 
in your ITI<"trriage. The only "ri[l.h t" a n swe r s are those which truly show 
l.'hat you want i n a marriage. 

(b) Begin each question by insertin~ the phrase, " I n our marriage 
believes that ." Fil l into the blank the name of the individual for whom 
you are answering the question. 

(I} I STRONGLY ACREE WitH THIS STATEM ENT. 
(2) I ACRE E 'W'ITi'{rHIS STATfllENT . 

(J)~UNDECIDF.D. (IT DOESN 'T MATTER, OR I'M AMBIVALENT.) 
(4) I DISAGREE WITH Tl!1S STATEMENT. 

(5) I STRONGLY~ WITH THIS STATflo!ENT. 

~ ~ !!. .Q_ ~ In our marriage __ believes tha t 

I 2 3 4 5 1. Both should use affect i onate phrases like "I love you" 
daily. 

1 2 3 4 5 2 . A wise wife will be as info r med as her husband t;oncerning 
t he family's financial s t atus and business affairs. 

1 2 3 4 5 3 . Both partners ought to share responsibility for housewo rk if 
both vork outside the h ome . 

I 2 3 4 4 . A \.,l'ife should expect to fit her life to the husband's, more 
than he fits his life to hers. 

I 2 4 5 5. It is best to ;woi.d showing affection in public places. 

I 2 3 4 6. Both shou ld freq uentl y confide in each other. 

4 5 7 . A spouse ~hould know vhe r e the other spends their spare 
time. 
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In our marriage __ believes that 

It is crucial that the spouse brush their teeth each night. 

The spouse s hould be their "best friend." 

Sometimes it is OK to ignore each other's feelings . 

Both should be willing to drop what they are doing to listen 
to each o ther's problems. 

Both should visit relatives weekly whenever possible . 

2 3 4 5 13. The wife shou ld combine motherhood and a career if she 
""!shes. even though the husband may have strong feelings 
against her choice. 

2 3 4 14. The husband should have considerable control over the wife. 

2 3 4 5 15. As a married couple, they should spend at least one night 
each week on a dat e. 

2 3 4 5 16. Education is less import ant for the wife than the husband. 

2 3 4 5 17. The husband should feel as responsible for the children as 
the wife does. 

2 3 4 5 18 . Both should refuse sexual advances outside their relation­
sh ip. 

4 5 19. The spouse should have a happy disposition. 

2 ) 4 5 20. The spouse ought to keep in very good physical condition. 

3 4 5 21. Both should constantly look for ways to meet each o ther's 
needs. 

3 4 5 22 . The wife should be as much the children's disciplinarian as 
the husband. 

2 3 4 5 23 . It's acceptable to frequen tly leave dirty clothes around the 
house . 

3 4 24 . It is wrong to participate in sexual intimacies in marriage 
merely t o satisfy the pnrtner 's personal desires. 

3 4 5 25 . The faMilY schedule. such as when meals w-ill be served and 
\o'hen the Tv can be turned on. tJil l be determined mostly by 
the husb.tnd 's \o'i!'lhes and working hours . 
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In our marriage __ believes that 

2 3 4 5 26. It i s best if t he husband takes the lead in religious 
matte rs. 

2 3 ' 27 . Both should feel free to talk with each other about their 
sexual r elat ionship . 

2 3 4 S 28 . The wife should stay at home to care for the husband and the 
children, ins t ead of using her time attending c lub meetings 
and entertainment outside the home . 

2 3 4 S 29 . Since the husband must earn the living, he can ' t be expected 
to take a g reat deal of time to play with the children. 

2 3 4 S 30. Children s hould have little freedom in deciding what they 
can and canno t do in their church activities. 

2 3 4 S 31 . Family related organiza tion s s uch as PTA and church are the 
main interes t s t he wife should have outside the home . 

2 3 4 S 32 . Weekends are to be a period o f rest for the husband , so he 
shouldn 1 t be expected to help with cooking and housekeeping. 

2 3 4 S 33. Both should feel fre e t o explore new and creative ways to 
experience sexual pleasure with each other . 

2 3 4 5 34. Providing intellec tual stimulation is important . 

2 3 4 S 35 . The husband shoul d spend as much time with his daughters as 
he does with his sons. 

2 3 4 S 36. The wife should ref r ain from working when preschool children 
are in the home. 

2 3 4 S 37, The husband should ca re for small children at least one 
night a week so t he wife can ge t away and do what she wants . 

2 3 4 S 38. The wife should have the most say in deciding where they 
will go and vhat they will do when they go out. 

2 3 ' 

2 J ' 

39. It is very important to be affectionate in the pre senc e of 
our children. 

40 . The husband should be ._Uling to give up some th ings that 
are important to him to help the wif e ' s personal growth . 

2 ) 4 S 41 . It is OK fo r one s pou se to make a major purchase without 
con!;ulting wlth the other. 

2 3 ' 42 . We can chang<! (reil rr:mge) our marital roles whenever \ole 
\oliSh. 
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I n our marriage believes that 

The wife should be the leader in teaching the children right 
and wrong. 

Birth control is unacceptable. 

Either spouse a lone can go out with personal friends fairly 
frequently (like once a week) , 

Having a l a rge famil y is important. 

Bo th s hould have a lot of indepe:ndenc e from each other, 

2 3 4 5 48. Neither s hould object to the amoun t of time the other gives 
in community or church service, even if it is 30-40 hours a 
week . 

2 3 4 49 . Being financially able to continue the husband's education 
is a goo d reason to delay having children. 

2 3 4 S 50. The husband is justified in leaving the care of infants 
entirely up t o his wife . 

2 3 4 5 5 1 . We should s pend almost all of our leisure time together, 

2 3 4 52. Married people should avoid even innocent expressions of 
affection to opposite sex friends (such as a hug or kiss). 

2 3 4 5 53 . It is importan t to go to church regularly. 

2 3 4 5 54 . Gett ing narried ought to cause little change in social or 
recrea tio nal ac tivities. 

2 3 G 55. It' s OK to seldom u se deodorant. 

2 J 4 5 56. Both should complimen t each other at least once a day . 

2 3 4 57 . We s hou ld have sexual inte rcourse only when we want to have 
a child. 

3 4 5 58. Keepin g the ya rd, making repa irs , and doing outside c hores 
ought to be the responsibil ity of the person who has the 
time o r tnteri'!St to do them. 

3 G 5 59 . l.'e should mis s church meetings only for severe emergencies . 

2 3 4 5 60. After marriage , it is OK if the wife stops her education and 
makes a home for t he husband a nd children. 

2 3 4 6 1. lf the wife i s the pr imary b readwinner, she should have the 
most ~ay in family decisions. 
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In our ma rriage believes that 

2 3 4 5 62. Mood i ne ss is very undesirable . 

2 3 4 5 63 . Both s hou l d s ha re hou s eho ld tasks according to individual 
interest s a nd abilities rather than according to 11 '-loman's 
work and man's wo rk." 

J 4 s 

2 J 4 s 

2 J 4 s 

2 J 4 

2 J 4 5 

2 l 4 

2 J 4 5 

2 J 4 s 

2 l 4 s 

64 . 

65. 

66 . 

6 7 . 

68 . 

69 . 

70 . 

7 l. 

72. 

Keeping up our phys ical appearance is very important. 

It is unwise to openly disagree in front of the children. 

Both should permi t the children to share according to their 
abilities in making family decisions. 

The wife 's opinion ought to carry as much weight as the 
husband' s in mone y matters. 

Both shou l d be very a greeable, 

If there i s a difference o f o pinion, the wife ought to have 
at least as mu ch s ay as the husband. 

Both s hould be h ighly affectionate throughout their 
marriage, 

After our roles h.:tv c been est.:tblished in the marriage, they 
should s tay pretty much tht! same (be unchanging) . 

The wife may i n it i ate l ove-making as frequently as the 
husband. 

2 3 4 5 73 . Both s hould make a s pecial e ffort to grow and progress . 

3 4 5 74 . It i s very undes ira ble t o be impatient. 

2 3 4 5 75 . If ~o~e d i d not limit the number of children ve have, ve would 
be irrespo nsible . 

2 3 4 5 76 . The wif e t:'I.JY work ou ts ide the home after the children are 
gro'JT\. 

2 3 4 5 77 . We should t u rn to o t hers outs ide the relationship for help 
with our pe r sona l p rob lems. 

2 ) 4 5 78 . We s hould freque nt ly go out s ocially with others. 

3 4 79 . The wi fe s houl d no t have a career. 

2 3 4 5 80 . Keepin g detaJ led boo ks t o s how vhere money is spent is very 
import ant . 
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~ !! ~ Q ~ In ou r marriage b e lieves that 

3 ' 5 81. The husband shou ld s pend s everal evenings a we e k a t home 
with th e facily . 

2 3 ' 82 . We ought to be very sen s itive to each other's fee lings when 
we have disagreements . 

2 3 ' 5 83 . It is acceptab le t o s hou t or show anger when we a re upset. 

2 3 ' 84 . If t here is a d i ff e r e nc e o f opinion, the husband should have 
more say in mos t areas. 

2 3 ' 5 85 . Pr ayers should be v ery important , 

2 3 ' 5 86 . The hu sband s hou l d be clean shaven when he makes 
affec tionat e advances . 

2 3 4 5 87. Bo t h should have a little persona l money they can spend a s 
t he y wish (without the other hav ing to know how it is 
spent). 

2 3 4 5 88. The h usband should do all the budget planning . 

2 3 4 89. The money the wife earns i s her money. 

2 3 4 90. The wife s hould s pend most of her time in the home . 

2 3 4 91. Ne i t her s hould purchase an item over ten dollars vithout 
c o ns u lt i ng t he o ther. 

2 3 4 92. I t is important t hat ou r income be strictly budgeted . 

2 3 4 5 93 . I t i s a woman's p r ivile ge to be unpredictable . 

2 3 4 5 94 . Nei t her shou l d b ring d ependent parents into the home t o 
live. 

2 3 ' 5 95. Th e ~ife ought t o o bey t h e husband. 
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( a) Ans...,.er each of the fo llo\Jing questions by fi rst giving your opinion and 
then by giving your perception of you r partner's opinion . Identify how 
you ~ about each statement . 

(b) The blank space in each question applies to yourse lf. unless you are 
describing your partner. As you read the ques tion. insert merttally t he 
appropriate name in the space provided, but do not write in this 
booklet. -- -

(I) I STRONGLY AGREE WITH THIS STATI~l·IENT . 

(2) 1 ACREE W"iT"ltTIHS STATEMENT. 
())~UNDECIDED. (IT DOESN 'T MATTER , OR 1 'M AMBIVALENT.) 

(4) t DISAGREE WITH THIS STATEMENT. 
(5) l STRONGLY~ \HTH THIS STATD'IENT . 

I 2 3 4 5 1. believes a family should participate pretty much as a 
group at a communit y o r social affair rather than allow 
members to go their ololll way with their personal friends. 

l 2 3 4 5 2 . believes that the sense of satisfaction gained from 
assisting people who are in difficult situations more than 
compensates for the trouble. 

l 2 3 4 5 3. prefers to spend leisure tir:~e in social activit i es 
r ather than alone. 

1 2 3 4 5 4. believes marr!age is more of a civil or pe rsonal 
~act than a religiou s commi tment. 

3 4 5 5. believe!'; the biggest difficul ty with the world is that 
peop l e are no t as cha r itable t o others as they should be. 

l 2 3 4 5 6. it 1. !'; more important to be financially successful tha n 
"'t"'be constdcrE'd the type of person who will put hi!Ilself/ 
herself out for others. 

4 5 7 . bel ieve~ that premarital petting is morally wrong. 

2 3 4 5 8. beLieve~ th~t having compatible personalities i s more 
important th.-m being honest. 

1 2 3 4 5 9 . __ believes marriage ts a sac r ed ins t i.tution. 

4 5 10. bel ievcs th.:lt in our socie t y the r e is too much 
emphasis on cccnomic gain . 
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2 3 4 S 11. believes that full sexua l relations are acceptable 
befo re marriage when the couple is in love or when they are 
engaged. 

2 3 4 5 12 . believes a person s hould talk over important decisions 
(such as marriage, employmen t, and residence) with family 
members before takin g ac tion . 

2 3 4 5 13. believes it is occasionally desirable to manipulate 
others. 

3 4 S 14. believes people in our s ociety place too much emphasis 
on the future. 

2 3 4 5 15. believes there is n o reason for a woman to get a 
college education if s he does not work outside the home . 

2 J 4 5 16. usu a lly prefers t o go to ball games rather than 
symphony concert s. 

2 3 ' 17. bel ieves the person's chosen career should be one 
which will give considerab le status in the community. 

2 3 ' 5 18. pre fe r s to avoid a lot of publicity and recognition. 

2 3 4 19. greatly en joys discuss ions involving philosophical 
speculation. 

2 ) 4 5 20 . believe s it is more important for the vife to be 
affec tionate than thrifty. 

2 3 4 5 21. believes ~o~e !i hould be more concerned about the present 
than the f uture. 

2 3 4 5 22. believes it is a worthy goal t:o ~o~ant: to make a great 
deal of money, assuming tha t it is done legitimately. 

2 3 4 5 23. believes tha t being involved in sports either as a 
spec tator or as a partic ipant is very important. 

2 3 4 5 24 . believes religion is g i ve n too much emphasis in our 
society, 

2 3 4 25 . believe s it is expecti nR too much to believe a 
marriage shculd last a lifetime. 

2 J 4 5 26 . believes lt is imp o rtant to participate in activities 
which mighc hel p deve lop leade rship ability. 
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2 3 4 5 2 7. is ahnty:;; happy no matter what happens. 

2 3 4 5 28 . does not enjoy volunt ee r service work. 

2 3 4 5 29. believes there are some circumstances which justify 
lying . 

2 l 4 30 . believes college studen ts should spend less time 
thinking about world problems and place more emphasis on 
soc ial and rec reational activities. 

2 3 4 5 3 1. ' s foremost aim is to be able to spend luxurious 
vacat"ions at expensive resorts, 

2 3 4 5 32 . believes that if a marriage does not work out , it 
~ be ok to ge t a divorce. 

2 3 4 5 33. __ enjoys dramatic things like plays and musicals. 

2 3 4 5 34. believes our society would be better off if we 
emphasized the fine art s more. 

3 4 5 35. believes it i s better to have a marriage performed by 
8"'clWrch official than a civil official. 

2 3 4 5 36. considers i t very ser i ous and morally wrong to c heat 
onincome tax. 

3 4 5 37. believes people hav e little control over their 
d'e"S'tiny . 

2 3 4 5 38. believes a n individual's wishes should be given 
~ity ove r the facily ' s when there is a conflict of 
interest. 

3 4 5 39. believes it is important to spend a lot of time in 
personal development. 

2 3 4 40. believes it is more impo r t ant to be true to oneself 
~to be accepted. 

) 4 5 41. believes s exua l inte rcourse with s omeone other than a 
~e has harmful effects i n a marriage, regardless of the 
circums tances . 

) 4 5 4 2 . find s it irnport.:mt that people recognize his/her 
a c hiev c~ent s . 

2 3 5 43 . be li e ves that being a recognized authority in some 
"fi'CiCi" would be very appealinp. . 
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2 3 4 5 t.t. . be lieves i t is some times justifiable to make false 
CTairiis on on insura nce report. 

3 4 5 45 . believe s i t is important to be active in the political 
life of the c ommunit y . 

2 3 4 5 46. believe s that the importance of religious worship is 
~emphas ized. 

2 3 4 5 47 . is sometioes confused. 

2 3 4 5 48 . espec ia lly likes s ituations in which there are many 
people around. 

2 3 4 5 49. believe s people should engage in private prayers 
daily. 

2 3 4 5 SO. believes that, regardless of the circwnstances, people 
~d nev e r lie. 

2 J 4 5 5 1. believes that, in prell!arital relationships, it is all 
r i ght to go sl ightly beyond one's moral standards in order 
to avoid losing an important relationship. 

2 J 4 5 52. __ would never take advantage of other people . 

2 3 4 5 51 . __ believes it 1~ important to carry on the family name. 

2 J 4 5 54 . belie ves children o f elderly parents should have 
Ti'ttTe responsibility for the welfare of their parents. 

2 l 4 5 55 . bel ! e ves the f uture is much more important than the 
pres ent. 

2 3 4 5 56. believes that destiny is pretty much in one's own 
hands. 

2 J 4 57 . thinks it i s OK for a man and voman to live together 
and'"flot be legally married . 

2 3 4 5 58. some time s bec omes a ngry. 

2 3 4 5 59 . be liev e s that g iv ing time i n service to others is 
very impor tant . 

3 4 60 . __ pre f e r s to be alone a great deal of the time. 

J 4 5 61 . tr ies to co nc e ntrate on the present mu c h more than the 
fu t u r·e. 
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2 3 4 5 62 , believe s that mo s t peopl e have l ittle control ove r 
wha t happens to them. 

2 3 4 5 6 3 . _ _ enjoy~ poe try a great dea l. 

2 3 4 5 64 . usua lly bu vs name - b r and c l o t he s a t fa shio nable stores 
~r than s hop Ping a r ound f or them. 

2 3 4 5 65 . believes ve s hould a ccept the fa c t that everything in 
life i s God ' s will . 

2 3 4 5 66 . believes that how peo p le f eel about thing s is more 
impo rtan t than time o r cos t of things. 

2 3 4 6 7. be lieve s it is mo r e i mportant to enj o y the present 
than plan fo r an uncertain fu ture . 

2 3 4 5 68 . bel i eves most museums a re a wa s te of t ime . 

2 3 4 5 6 9 , __ believe s a mar r iage should be permanent. 

3 4 5 70. believe s t hat full sexual relations are a cceptable. 
even-whe n one does not fe el particularly affectionate tovard 
t he partner. 

3 4 5 7 1. believes t ha t if a goa l i s i mportant , it is oc ca s ion-
all y a cceptable t o use sligh tly immoral means t o attain the 
goal. 

3 4 5 72 . believes that though t s about heaven help a n 
~dual. 

2 3 4 5 73 . a ccep t s the cha nge in l ife s tyle that comes with 
~age. 

2 3 4 5 74. acc e pts the r e spo ns ib ilities o f parenthood . 

2 3 4 75 . i s r e ady t o ad j us t some goa ls , if needed, to fit with 
the par tne r' s goal s . 

2 3 4 5 76 . be lieves there a r e a numbe r of pos it ive r eason s f o r 
being married. 

) 4 5 77 , be lieve s that to get nwa y f r om a n unh appy home 
envtrcinment i s .1 goo d re a so n f or marr i age . 

) 4 78 . is emotionally s tron ~ e nough to cope wi t h t he 
increased press ures of !'lnrr ied li f e. 

3 4 79 . ha s thought ab out t he a dvan t ages a nd disa dvantage s of 
~a~e . 
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80 . (is/was) ready to begin the sexual interactions that 
(come/came) with marriage. 

8!. is a wan! of personal weaknesses and strengths. 

82 . can trust others. 

83. can accept criticism easi ly . 

84 . adapts well t o new situations. 

85. has a mature attitude t oward the sexual part of 
~age. 

86 . __ ' s mind is sometimes occupied with useless thoughts. 

87 . __ can control personal sexual drives. 

88 . is the tvpe of person who is able to fulfill the 
needs of other~ . 

89. __ says things tha t hurt o ther's feelings . 

90. is able to accept expressions of affection and warmth 
from others. 

91. __ experiences periods of loneliness. 

92. tends to produce a nd give rather than only consume and 
~ 

93. __ gets into difficulty because of acting impulsively . 

94. i!> reasonably independent. 

95. is able to openly discuss personal feelings. 

96. can recognize pe r sona l emotions. 

97 . fs too self-cen te!"ed . 

98 . llves according to religious teachings or a philosophy 
Oflife. 

) 4 99 . kno\Js hoiJ to love others. 

2 ) 4 5 100 . cooperates rather than competes in close re lationships. 
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2 3 4 101. __ 's fee lings are sometimes easily hurt. 

4 5 102 . __ is able to understand his/her O\IJ\ personal behavior. 

3 4 5 103. __ i s overly possessive in relationships. 

2 3 4 5 104. __ worries about possible misfortunes. 

2 3 4 105. __ has enough self-understanding to recognize personal 
values. 

2 3 4 5 106. feels r.tiserable. 

2 3 4 5 107. has fears and anxieties about the sexual part of 
marriage. 

2 3 4 5 108. ha s ups and downs in mood without apparent cause. 

2 3 4 109. is able to listen to others in an understanding way. 

r; 2 3 " 110. -- can postpone immediate gratification. 

1 2 3 4 5 111. is sensitive to other people's feelings. 

2 3 4 5 112. is touchy about some subjects. 

2 3 4 5 113. believes we have approximately the same economic 
background. 

2 3 4 5 114. __ 's parents (a re/'"'ere) in favor of the marriage. 

2 3 4 5 115. __ believes it (would be/was) good for us. spiritually, to 
marry each other. 

2 3 4 116. believes 1o1e meditated about our relationship and, deep 
dO\o'Tl, we feel good about it. 

2 3 4 5 117. __ really knows and understands the partner. 

2 3 4 5 118. __ believes (1o1e are/1o1ere) financially ready to get married. 

2 3 4 119. believes we discussed our marriage with an objective 
other person . 

J l , 5 120, helieves we (have/h:ld) the money for thin~s such as 
rings, \oled ding and hone ymoo n without going into debt . 

2 J 4 5 121. believes the partner's parents (are/were) in favor of 
the marriar.e. 
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2 ) 4 5 122. believes we (have/had) the approval of our parents for 
O'U'riM rriage, 

2 ) I, 5 123. believes we (have p:one/went) together long enough that 
we (have/had} tested our compatibility in many situations . 

2 3 ' 124. __ believes other people treat us as a couple. 

2 3 ' 125. __ sees in me the qualities desired in our children. 

2 3 4 5 126 . believes we have the same degree of interest in 
religion. 

2 3 4 5 127. believes we have developed a friendship. 

2 3 4 5 128. believes that I 'Jill encourage the development of 
his/her personality, 

2 ) 4 129. __ believes we encourage each other to be better , 

f"J: 2 ) 4 5 130. believes we are willing to accept each other. with the 
~we both have illlperfection s and will likely continue to 
have them. 

2 3 4 5 131. __ r ecognizes the differences that we do have. 

2 3 4 5 132. believes we share with each other our ideals. 

2 ) ' 5 133 . believes we have found an adequate place to live. 

2 3 4 5 1)4. __ is physically attracted to me. 

3 4 135. believes we have discussed our philosophies of life 
extensively. 

2 3 4 5 136. believes we have a desire to help e.ach other achieve our 
highest potential. 

2 3 4 5 137 . believes we have s trong feelings of love for each other. 

) G 138. beli e ves our friend s approve of our marriage. 

4 5 139 . believes we would want to stay married even if one of us 
b~come handicnpped o r an invalid. 

3 4 5 140 . confide s in the partner. 

2 3 4 5 14 1. bel i e ves our relations hip makes him/her a better person . 
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2 3 4 5 14 2, believes that thet"e at"e things more important in our 
relationship than physical attractiveness. 

3 4 5 143. __ believes we have very similar philosophies of life. 

2 3 4 144. believes we put each other on a pedestal much to fre-
quently. 

2 3 4 5 145. __ believes we have some money in savings . 

2 3 4 5 146. believes we have mutual feelings of tenderness and 
affection toward each other. 

2 3 4 5 147. believes we consi!Jtently bring out joyful and harmonious 
behavior in each other. 

3 4 5 148. is able to be open with and disclose inner feelings to 
the partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 149. __ misunderstands the partner's moods and feelings. 
't 
ll 3 4 5 150 . believes that when we need to make a decision we both 

think in terns of 10ve" rather than "I". 

2 3 4 5 151. believes we have the same ideals concerning the purpose 
of marriage. 

2 3 4 5 152. believes we ha ve discussed our feelings and fears about 

2 3 4 5 153. __ believes the partner h physically attracted to him/her. 

2 ) 4 154. believes ve are very similar in our intellectual 
abilities (lQ). 

2 3 4 5 155 . believes that the partner will meet needs in the future, 
astiillch o r more than presently. 

2 3 4 5 156. feel s the partner misunderstands his/her 1a0oda end 
feelings . 

2 3 4 5 157. is sure that our love could veather the stonns of 
financial dis tress, sickness or serious misundet"standing . 

2 3 4 5 158. feel s free to give construct ive, confrontive feedback to 
the partner without fear of the consequences. 

2 3 4 5 159. believes we both feel Cod is pleased with our choice of 
each other. 
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3 4 160. believes we can discuss personal problema \lith eac h 
~ \lithout getting angry. 

2 3 4 5 161. believes ~o~e 11re similar in our desire for physical 
-;rrec t ion . 

2 J t, 5 16 2 . believes we have tnlked about how much life insurance \le 
should have. 

4 5 163 . __ believes that the partner understands him/her \lell. 

2 3 4 5 164. believes we think in terms of "we" rather than "I" , 

2 3 4 5 165 . shares innermost feelings \lith the partner . 
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