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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the 

effects of locus of control orientation upon problem solving 

skills acquisition by marital couples. Couples v/ere assigned 

to one of three treatment groups based upon their locus of 

control orientation: (a) internal (N=8 couples), (b) ex

ternal (N=5 couples), and (c) mixed (i.e., one spouse inter

nal, one spouse external) (N=7 couples). Couples in all 

three groups were given an eight-week, 24-hour, mutual prob

lem solving skills program. Results indicated that although 

all three treatment groups significantly increased their 

problem solving ability, there were no significant differ

ences between the treatment groups in problem solving ability. 

Discussion centered on those factors responsible for the lack 

of treatment group differences on problem solving skills 

acauisition. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Various educational intervention programs designed to 

enhance/enrich marital and family relationships have been 

developed within the last few years. These programs have 

approached relationship enrichment or enhancement from the 

perspective of taking normal, functioning intimate rela

tionships and making them better by providing individuals 

with the necessary skills to effectively deal with relation

ship problems. Several of these recent enhancement programs 

have focused on training couples in a variety of problem 

solving/conflict negotiation skills (e.g., Harrell & 

Guerney, 1976; Patterson, Hops & Weiss, 19*̂ 5; Ridley, Avery, 

Harrell, Leslie & O'Connor (Note 1); Roberts, 1975). Results 

of -chese programs, have usually indicated an increase in prob

lem solving skill level for the trained couples, although 

self reported gains in relationship satisfaction and adjust

ment generally have not been forthcoming (e.g., Gurman & 

Kniskern, 1977; Mcintosh, 1975). Although rhese problem 

solving approaches have had different methodological orien-

tanions in terms of the type and duration of training, and 

the focus on specific populations (e.g., marital versus 

premarital couples), most of the programs share fundamental 



training components. These include: (a) identification of 

the problem, (b) identification of solutions to the problem, 

(c) evaluation of the solutions, and (d) selection and im

plementation of the best solution. These basic components 

have been adapted and expanded in several of the more recent 

couple oriented problem solving skills programs. Harrell & 

Guerney (1976), for example, expanded these basic procedures 

into a nine step Behavioral Exchange program for teaching 

marital couples conflict negotiation skills. Their steps 

included: (1) listen carefully, (2) locate a relationship 

issue, (3) identify each partner's contribution to the issue, 

(4) identify alternative solutions, (5) evaluate alternative 

solutions, (6) make an exchange, (7) determine conditions of 

the exchange, (8) implement a behavioral-exchange contract, 

and (9) renegotiate a behavioral-exchange contract. 

Another similar problem solving skills program has also 

recently been developed for premarital couples. Ridley et al. 

(Note 1) adapted and modified the Behavioral Exchange program. 

(Harrell & Guerney, 1976) into a ten step mutual problem 

solving skills program for premarital dyads. Their steps 

included: (1) listen carefully and express own feelings, 

(2) explore the problem area, (3) define the problem in rela

tionship termis, (4) identify how each partner contributes to 

the problem, (5) state a goal, (6) generate alternative 

solutions, (7) evaluate alternative solutions, (8) select 



the best solution, (9) implement the solution, and (10) 

evaluate progress. 

In reviewing both the Harrell & Guerney (1976) and the 

Ridley et al. (Note 1) problem solving programs, as well as 

other similar programs (e.g., Jacobson, 1977a, 1977b), it 

is apparent that they all share two common assumptions. 

First, they assume that to be effective problem solvers, 

individuals must possess an orientation of personal respon

sibility for the problem as well as the responsibility and 

initiative for solving the problem. Second, they include 

this personal responsibility orientation as a fundamental 

part of their primary rules for effective conflict manage

ment. Several of the more common methods used to teach 

couples an orientation of responsibility and initiative 

included: (a) practice in owning feelings, and (b) instruc

tion in performing the problem solving steps. Owning feel

ings allow individuals to acquire responsibility for their 

feelings by stating them in a personal and responsible "own

ing" manner (e.g., I become frustrated when I ask you to 

help me solve a problem and you say, "I don't have time"). 

Various components of the problem solving process also pro

vide methods for helping couples to acquire an orientation 

of personal responsibility. In the Ridley et al. (Note I) 

program, for example, a number of the problem solving steps 

are designed to facilitate this responsibility orientation. 



steps three, five, and seven clearly demonstrate this focus: 

(a) Step 3, define the problem in relationship terms - indi

viduals must accept personal responsibility for disclosing 

to their partner how they see the problem in reference to 

their relationship (e.g., "I'm afraid to tell you how much 

I need to be with you, because you seem to withdraw from me 

when I tell you this"), (b) Step 5, state a goal - individ

uals must be actively involved and responsible for determin

ing a goa], to the problem (e.g., "We want to increase the 

amount of time we spend together"), and (c) Step 7, evaluate 

alternative solutions - persons must evaluate solutions in 

terms of which are most effective, appropriate, and consis

tent with their values and resources (e.g., "I think the 

idea of not working on weekends and being with you is a 

good solution"). 

Judging from these examples, and the personal responsi

bility focus of similar problem solving approaches, it would 

appear that conflict resolution or relationship problem solv

ing programs assume that couples possess or should possess 

an orientation of personal responsibility before they can 

effectively acquire and utilize relationship problem solving 

skills. This orientation of responsibility may determine 

the degree of problem solving skill acquisition and utiliza

tion by the participants. In essence, the success or fail

ure of the program may depend on the personal responsibility 



orientation of the couples when they enter the training 

program. 

The description and meaning of this personal responsi

bility orientation appears to represent what has often been 

described as a locus of control orientation. In reference 

to problem solving skills programs, an internal locus of 

control orientation means that persons see themselves as 

responsible for what happens to them, while an external 

locus of control implies that they do not see any responsi

bility for what happens to them. More specifically, the 

locus of control construct (Rotter, 1966) refers to individ

uals' beliefs regarding reinforcement. Internally oriented 

individuals regard the reinforcement which they receive as 

being contingent upon the behavior they emit or the manner 

of their responding. They believe themselves to be respon

sible for and in control of reinforcements and problems which 

are present in their life. Externally oriented individuals, 

on the other hand, regard any reward or reinforcement which 

they receive as being the result of luck, chance, or fate. 

They do not recognize any responsibility for personal suc

cesses and failures which are outside of their control 

(Rotter, 1966). 

In light of the similarities between the orientation of 

responsibility in problem solving skills programs and the 

internal locus of control orientation, it would appear that 



the two represent essentially the same concept. Assuming 

then that an orientation of personal responsibility (i.e., 

internal locus of control) is a fundamental prerequisite of 

skill acquisition in problem solving skills training pro

grams, it would seem important that couples who receive 

skills training should also be given internal locus of con

trol training as an initial step in the training process. 

If this "pretraining" in personal responsibility is under

taken, couples may then be better prepared to learn problem 

solving skills since they will already have the personal 

responsibility orientation which is basic to most of the 

problem solving steps and to the problem solving approach 

itself. Before it can be concluded that a personal respon-

sbility orientation component should be included as an 

initial step in a problem solving skills program, however, 

it must first be demonstrated that persons with this orien

tation (i.e., internal locus of control) acquire problem 

solving skills better than persons without this orientation 

(i.e., external locus of control). In order to answer this 

question, the purpose of the present study was to determine 

whether couples with an internal locus of control orienta

tion acquire problem solving skills better than couples with 

an external locus of control orientation. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Overview 

The first part of this section will review those pre

marital and marital enhancement programs which are designed 

to teach problem solving skills to couples. The second 

area reviewed will examine the personal responsibility 

orientation which is a basic assumption of most problem 

solving skills training programs. The final section will 

focus on locus of control orientation and its influence 

upon problem solving ability. 

Marital Conflict Negotiation/ 
Problem Solving Programs 

Individuals involved in an intimate relationship, such 

as a premarital or marital one, experience conflict within 

that relationship due to a number of variables, such as: 

(a) different value systems, (b) different role expectations 

and performance, (c) differences between attitudes, beliefs, 

interests of the dyad members, and (d) a lack of resources 

within the relationship or an inequity with the exchange of 

those resources within the relationship (Azrin, Naster & 

Jones, 1973; Barry, 1970; Combs, 1960; Hurvitz, 1960; 

S i m p s o n , 1972) . 
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Relationship conflict can also result from the individ

ual member's expectancy for reward or reinforcement and the 

actual reward received by that dyad member. Thus, dependent 

upon the prior learning of the dyad member and the behav

ioral repertorie for that person, an expectancy for reinforce-

ment may exist within a given situation (Rotter, 1966). If 

this reward does not materialize, then conflict may arise 

within the individual and within the relationship. 

However, the existence of marital conflict need not be 

dysfunctional or destructive but may be positive and growth-

ful for the marital relationship (Barry, 1970; Scanzoni, 

1965; Sprey, 1969). The effects of the conflict upon the 

marital relationship will depend on the type of problem 

resolution employed by the marital couple, such as repressed 

or unresolved versus positive conflict resolution (Sprey, 

1969). Destructive conflict resolution increases or expands 

the conflict to areas other than the issue at hand; utilizes 

threat, coercion, pressure, deceit; and, reduces the communi

cation between the dyad members. Barry (197 0) noted that 

constructive conflict resolution occurs when: (a) the indi

viduals use "open and honest communication of information," 

mutual acknowledgement of the other's needs, desires, and 

interests, and, (b) there exists a trustful, accepting atmos

phere which allows the parties to be open, flexible and 

adaptable at finding solutions to the interpersonal conflict. 



Although communication skills training programs provide 

the couple with "open and honest communication," and an 

awareness of the other's needs, they stop short of providing 

the couple with the necessary skills for resolving the prob

lem or conflict. Additional support for the necessity of 

teaching couples problem solving skills comes from a behav

ioral exchange or a social learning framework where unhappy 

couples experience a lack of conflict negotiation skills 

and a subsequent buildup of relationship problems. Birchler 

and Webb (1977) discriminated between happy and unhappy 

married couples with the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment 

Scale and then compared the two groups on an Areas of Change 

Questionnaire (amount of behavioral change for self and 

spouse in 3 4 problem areas) and a Marital Activities Inven

tory (85 leisure activities in which the spouses could 

engage). Results indicated that the unhappy couples had sig

nificantly more unresolved problem areas than did the happy 

couples. Although Birchler and Webb (1977) reported method

ological problems with their study (e.g., non-matching of 

groups) their results support the necessity of providing 

couples with conflict management skills. 

Most conflict management or problem solving intervention 

programs have developed from a social learning or behavioral 

exchange framework (e.g., Glisson, 1976; Harrell & Guerney, 

1976; Jacobson, 1977c: Jacobson & Martin, 1976; Patterson s 
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Hops, 1972; Patterson, Hops & Weiss, 1975; Rappaport & 

Harrell, 1972; Saxon, 1976; Tsoi-Hoshmand, 1975). Behav

ioral exchange programs assume that marital conflict results 

from non-rewarding interactions between marital partners 

within the marital relationship (e.g., Birchler & Webb, 

1977; Glisson, 1976; Jacobson, 1977a; Rappaport & Harrell, 

1972; Tsoi-Hoshman, 1975). Thus, these programs rely upon 

reinforcement, reciprocity, and social exchange principles 

to establish mutually satisfying marital interaction pat

terns (Glisson, 1976). Glisson (1976) identified the 

following as goals of a behavioral exchange model: 

(a) identify the sources of couples' dissatisfaction, 

(b) specify requests for change in terms of behaviors 

to be increased, and 

(c) establish mutually agreed upon reciprocal exchanges 

which the partners carry out under the mediation of 

the therapist (p. 98). 

Even though most conflict negotiation skills programs include 

these three goals, they have different methods by which the 

goals have been incorporated into a skills model for rela

tionship enrichment. Examples include replacing the ther

apist with a teacher, and the use of marital contracting to 

ensure the performance of the agreed upon behaviors (Jacob-

son, 1977a; Jacobson & Martin, 1976; Rappaport & Harrell, 

1972; Ziegler & Mazen, 1975). 
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Rappaport and Harrell (197 2) developed a five step edu

cational behavioral-exchange model for use in counseling 

marital couples. Their steps included: (a) Step One: 

Applying reciprocal exchange skills to marriage problems, 

(b) Step Two: Labeling undesirable behaviors, (c) Step 

Three: Labeling positive or desirable behaviors in spouse, 

(d) Step Four: Implementation of contract, and (e) Step 

Five: Renegotiation of contracts. Rappaport and Harrell's 

(1972) model used an educational format to teach marital 

couples negotiation and reciprocal exchange of reinforcer 

skills. After the couples have acquired these skills, they 

can then use them to: (a) negotiate future contracts, (b) 

exchange reinforcers to resolve disagreements or conflicts, 

and (c) replace their unrewarding marital interaction with 

a rewarding and satisfying interaction pattern. Unfortu

nately, Rappaport and Harrell's (197 2) program was described 

with only one married couple and presented little informa

tion as to the effectiveness of this particular program. 

However, the program appears to provide a method for incor

porating the educational approach to teaching spouses skills 

with which they can increase their positive marital 

interactions. 

Operating from an behavioral-exchange framework of view

ing behavior as purposeful, directed, punishment avoiding, 

and an equitable exchange of resources between partners. 
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Harrell and Guerney (1976) developed a nine step skills 

program for marital enrichment. These nine steps included: 

(a) Step One: Listening carefully, (b) Step Two: Locating 

a relationship issue, (c) Step Three: Identifying how one 

contributes to the issue, (d) Step Four: Identifying alter

native solutions, (e) Step Five: Evaluating alternative 

solutions, (f) Step Six: Making an exchange, (g) Step Seven: 

Determining conditions of the exchange, (h) Step Eight: 

Implementing the behavioral-exchange contract, and (i) Step 

Nine: Renegotiating the behavioral-exchange contract. 

Harrell and Guerney (197 6) employed a pretest-posttest 

control group design to examine the effects of their behav

ioral exchange skills program. The treatment group received 

conflict negotiation skills training for two hours per week 

for eight weeks (total of 16 hours) while the control group 

only received the pretest-posttest assessments. The effec

tiveness of their program was assessed by a number of paper 

and pencil measures, which included: Handling Problems 

Change Scale, Marital Adjustment Scale, Conjugal Life Ques

tionnaire, Satisfaction Change Score, and Relationship 

Change Scale. Conflict negotiation skills were assessed by 

a Marital Conflict Negotiation Task (resolution of three 

marital conflict issues - household, affection, and sex). 

The Marital Conflict Negotiation Task provided four indi

cators of skill level: Marital Behavior-Exchange Skill 
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(performance on Steps Three to Seven), Marital Conflict Solu

tions, Positive Verbal Behavior, and Negative Verbal Behav

ior. Although it was hypothesized that the experimental 

group relative to the control group would differ signif

icantly on all dependent measures, significant differences 

were reported only for Marital Behavior-Exchange Skill 

Measures (Steps Four and Five) , and the Marital Conflict Solu

tions. They discussed the lack of differences between the 

two groups on the remaining variables as a function of lack 

of time for skill demonstration during the 10-minute Marital 

Behavioral-Exchange Measures, a non-generalizibility of the 

problem solving skills to the home situation, and to other 

temporal variables. However, the inconsistency of treatment 

effectivenss within this specific skills program has also 

been experienced in other marital enrichment programs (e.g., 

Gurman & Kniskern, 1977). It appears that although these 

programs have been able to demonstrate skills training, 

little changes have been reported on paper and pencil 

measures. 

Although inconsistent results have been reported for 

the effectiveness of enrichment or skills programs, evidence 

has been available which suggests these programs may be 

effective in enhancing the marital relationship. Stuart 

(1969, 1976) presented an operant interpersonal program for 

use with marital couples who were experiencing marital 
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problems. His approach incorporated social learning, commu

nication, power, decision making, and personal constructs 

into a program designed to teach couples how to change their 

unpleasant behavioral interactions into more positive, 

rewarding, and satisfying experiences. The program consisted 

of eight steps with specific components or tasks which must 

be accomplished before the couple proceeded to subsequent 

steps. The operant treatment process included: (a) Step 

One: Completing precounseling inventory, (b) Step Two: 

Formalizing treatment contract, (c) Step Three: Discussing 

the logic of intervention, (d) Step Four: Initiating caring 

days, (e) Step Five: Enhancing communication, (f) Step Six: 

Contracting for behavior change, (g) Step Seven: Decision 

making regarding role responsibilities, and (h) Step Eight: 

Maintaining behavioral changes. 

Stuart (1969/ 1976) presented results which supported 

the efficacy of this program for teaching couples skills for 

negotiating behavior change within the marital relationship. 

An evaluation of 200 couples indicated that for 87 percent 

of the couples, one spouse met the objectives for behavioral 

change, and for 81 percent, both spouses achieved the change 

.objectives. In 84 percent of the couples, one dyad member's 

commitment to the marriage increased, and in 77 percent, 

commitment increased for both spouses. Only five couples 

were divorced one year after treatment while 25 couples were 
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divorced following at a five-year evaluation. The levels 

of commitment to the marriage also remained high during the 

period between the program and the follow-up evaluation (one 

year from treatment—84 percent reported high commitment; 

five years from treatment—89 percent indicated high 

commitment). 

Stuart (1976) recognized the limitations of the evalu

ation of the treatment effects. These limitations included: 

(a) lack of a control group, (b) social desirability in re

sponding, and (c) utilization of only self-report data. He 

concluded that even with these limitations, the fact that 

174 of the 200 couples were still married five years after 

the conclusion of the treatment suggested that the operant 

approach was effective in teaching married couples negotia

tion skills. 

Although couples may possess some conflict negotiation 

skills, they usually have not been utilized because of the 

dysfunctional or aversive interactions which they have 

learned from their previous interactions with their spouses. 

A program has been developed by Patterson and Hops (1972) 

which was designed to overcome these previous behavioral 

patterns by teaching couples specific skills for the negotia

tion of behavior change with their spouse. These skills 

included: (a) observing specific behaviors to be changed. 
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(b) determining the consequences of failing to uphold the 

contract, and (c) drafting the contract. 

The effectiveness of Patterson and Hops (1972) inter

vention program was evaluated through the use of the Marital 

Interaction Coding System, a procedure for behaviorally 

assessing problem solving skills. The Marital Interaction 

Coding System consists of 29 response categories for coding 

behavior within a marital interaction (e.g., responsibility, 

acceptance, non-rewarding responses). Patterson and Hops 

(1972) grouped these 29 response categories into one of 

three classes: Level I - problem solving, responsibility, 

acceptance, and compromise; Level II - problem description 

and past solutions; and. Level III - nonfunctional and non-

rewarding responses. Patterson and Hops (1972) reported a 

significant increase in all facilitative problem solving 

skills and a decrease in non-facilitative problem solving 

behaviors as a result of training. 

While the above study only utilized one couple, Patter

son, Hops and V7eiss (1975) further validated the program and 

its assessment procedures with 10 married couples who were 

experiencing moderate marital discord. In this later study, 

each of the 29 response categories was assigned to either 

of two behavior classes: facilitative or disruptive. Fol

lowing an average of six treatment sessions of one to one 

and one-half hours in duration, there were significant 
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treatment effects for both spouses in facilitative behaviors, 

with a significant reduction in disrupting behaviors. Gen-

eralizibility of the treatment effects to the home environ

ment was assessed by a correlation between the pleasing and 

displeasing behaviors which each spouse engaged in at home. 

Reciprocal exchanges of aversive stimuli within the marital 

dyad as means of behavior change decreased from r=.53 

during baseline assessment for disrupting behaviors to r=.26 

at posttest assessment. It appears that there was less use 

of coercion by both partners in attempting behavior change 

in their spouse. Pleasing behaviors were increased by both 

spouses in six of the ten couples and in one spouse each for 

the other four couples. 

Another program which applied behavioral principles in 

teaching couples problem solving skills was reported by 

Jacobson (1977a, 1977b, 1977c). Jacobson (1977a) identified 

various skill components of successful marital problem solv

ing: (a) neutrality - non-hostile, non-alienation position 

on the issue, (b) problem definition - neutral or positive 

behavioral description of the problem, (c) social reinforce

ment - maximum use of verbal reward and summary statements, 

(d) motivational inferences - distinction between actions 

and intentions with an acceptance of responsibility for the 

issue and changes, (e) solutions - mutual involvement of the 

spouses for alternatives to resolve the issue, (f) nonverbal 
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behavior - awareness of body cues and communication, (g) 

problem definition - specifying a behavioral description of 

the problem, (h) side-tracking - directing the efforts and 

energy of the couple to that specific issue and not to 

additional problems, (i) solution focus - generation of 

alternative solutions, and (j) problem solutions - evalua

tion, selection and implementation of the solution. 

In a later paper, Jacobson (1977b) described interven

tion strategies for training married couples in problem 

solving. He described various techniques for facilitating 

the acquisition of conflict management skills by married 

couples, including: feedback, instructions, behavioral 

rehearsal, and collaborative set. In an assessment of these 

problem solving skills, Jacobson (1977c) randomly assigned 

ten married couples to either an experimental treatment 

(five couples) or to a waiting list control group (five 

couples). The experimental group couples met for eight 

sessions and received training in appropriate problem solv

ing behaviors through a variety of techniques: trial and 

error, modeling, videotape, feedback, contracting, and 

negotiating. Assessment measures included the Marital Inter

action Coding System, Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale, 

and a graphical recording of specific behaviors in the home. 

Each of the 29 response categories of the Marital Inter

action Coding System was assigned to one of two behavioral 
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classes, positive or negative problem solving behaviors. 

Statistical evaluation of the treatment and control groups 

for behavioral problem solving yielded a significant dif

ference between the two groups. Univariate t-tests indi

cated significant group differences for positive problem 

solving and for negative problem solving behaviors. Using 

t-tests with pretest scores as covariates, there was also a 

significant difference between the two groups on the Marital 

Adjustment Scale. 

Another intervention program for conflict resolution, 

the Conflict Resolution Model (Strong, 1975), seeks to assist 

couples in resolving relationship conflicts which result from 

non-satisfying interpersonal interactions. This conflict 

resolution model utilizes five skills: (a) listening, (b) 

speaking, (c) deciphering basic needs, (d) unlocking alter

native choices, and (e) introspecting about the process. 

The model consists of seven steps: (a) recognition of the 

conflict issue - consisting of the definition and selection 

of a specific issue which needs to be resolved, (b) selec

tion of the most opportune time - including a time setting 

of sufficient length to deal with the issue, (c) definition 

of the issue in terms of each individual's basic needs -

describing the conflict situation in terms of how each part

ner feels, (d) provision of feedback to one's partner -

consisting of describing one's basic needs in reference to 
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the marital conflict, (e) generation of need relevant solu

tions - consisting of alternatives which will meet one's 

basic needs, (f) selection and implementation of the best 

alternative solution - including a solution which mutually 

benefits the partners, and (g) specification of solution 

evaluation - including the selection of new alternatives as 

the situation and relationship warrants. 

Unfortunately, Strong (1975) did not specify how these 

skills should be acquired - such as with groups of couples 

or with individual couples. It also appears that the Strong 

(1975) model, while incorporating couples' communication 

skills, also includes problem solving components for mutually 

resolving the conflict issue after it has been discussed by 

the spouses. However, no research evidence was provided to 

document the effectiveness of this particular conflict reso

lution model. 

Other programs designed to teach conflict resolution 

skills to married couples have also been developed (e.g., 

Andes, 1975; Bergner, 1974; Guerney, 197 6; Roberts, 197 5; 

Venema, 1976) . Venema (1976) evaluated T:he effects of 

behavioral-exchange and communication skills programs by 

comparing behavioral-exchange, communication, and combined 

behavioral-exchange-communication skill groups on a number 

of dependent measures. These measures included: Taylor-

Johnson Temperament Analysis, Marital Adjustment Test, 
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Primary Communication Inventory, Pleasurable-Displeasurable 

Count, Relationship Change Scale, and evaluations by the 

group leaders. It was hypothesized that: (a) couples would 

report increased marital satisfaction regardless of the 

treatment condition, and (b) combined treatment effects 

would be significantly different than either the behavioral-

exchange or communication skills groups alone. The results 

provided little support for confirmation of the hypotheses. 

However, the combined treatment group did report more posi

tive change, with the behavioral group second, and the commu

nication group last. 

Andes (197 5) examined the treatment effects of a 

couples' relationship workshop with six couples. The work

shop used videotapes and group feedback to teach relationship 

building skills. Couples met for two hours per week for 

eight weeks, and were taught a variety of skills, including: 

(a) mutual goal setting, (b) position-stating, (c) attending, 

(d) mutual problem solving, and (e) conflict resolution. 

Dependent variable measures included: (a) Marital Communica

tion Inventory, which was administered weekly prior to the 

sessions, (b) Conflict Resolution Videotapes in a role-play 

situation, (c) self-report evaluation of their communication, 

and (d) leader evaluation. Andes (1975) concluded that the 

relationship building skills workshop resulted in improve

ment of the couples' communication. 
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In a somewhat different method of conflict resolution, 

Bergner (1974) developed a videotape for training married 

couples in effective and appropriate problem solving behav

iors. The Marital Conflict Videotape consisted of: (a) 

role plays of conflict situations, (b) an accompanying dis

cussion of inappropriate behavior by the actors, and (c) 

multiple choice questions to enhance learning by the viewers. 

The effectiveness of this form of conflict resolution train

ing was determined by both behavioral assessments in con

flict situations and self-report measures. Although the 

effectiveness of the treatment was not specified, Bergner 

(1974) reported that the treatment group relative to the 

control group demonstrated change in regard to appropriate, 

facilitative problem solving behavior. 

Most of the conflict negotiation programs described thus 

far have reported little systematic evaluation regarding pro

gram effectiveness (e.g., Rappaport & Harrell, 1972; Strong, 

1975). The Ridley et al. (Note 1) program which was designed 

to teach dating couples conflict negotiation skills has under

gone both short term and long term evaluations (Ridley et al., 

Note 1; Ridley, Avery, Harrell, & Haynes, Note 2). Addi

tional evidence supporting the efficacy of the Ridley et al. 

(Note 1) program has been reported by Sauer (Note 3) and 

Sheets (Note 4). Sauer (Note 3) systematically evaluated the 

proaram in teaching residence hall roommates conflict 
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resolution skills, while Sheets (Note 4) examined long term 

skill maintenance for this same population. It appears that 

the Ridley et al. (Note 1) program offers a skills training 

approach which has demonstrated effectiveness across sev

eral subject populations. 

Personal Responsibility in 
Problem Solving 

Most intervention skills programs share an assumption 

which can be described as an orientation of personal respon

sibility by the participants or dyad members. The program.s 

assume that individuals must perceive themselves as being 

responsible not only for the problem or situation, but also 

for its resolution. Furthermore, these programs approach 

the enhancement of marital relationships from an educational 

and preventative framework. The use of an educational and 

prevention model involves teaching couples skills for resolv

ing both present and future marital problems (e.g., Harrell 

& Guerney, 1976; Jacobson, 1977a; Patterson, Hops & Weiss, 

1975; Strong, 1975; Stuart, 1976). 

However, before couples can effectively acquire these 

skills for conflict resolution, or include and maintain these 

skills in their behavioral repertoire for later usage, they 

must first acquire this orientation of personal responsibil

ity. Rappaport and Harrell (1972) believed that this per

spective .T.ust be acquired before the couple can make a 
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decision regarding whether or not to deal with a problem. 

Jacobson (1977a) also believed that individuals within a 

marriage must accept responsibility for their feelings, 

behaviors, behavior change, and for interactions within 

the relationship. 

Stuart (19 69) also recognized the importance of personal 

responsibility and incorporated this orientation into four 

steps of his problem solving program. For example, he 

stated in step one that "in order to change interaction in a 

marriage, each partner must assume initiative in changing 

his own behavior before changes can be expected in his 

spouse" (p. 677). The significance of assuming personal 

responsibility for one's feelings and behaviors within the 

marital relationship has also been recognized by L'Abate 

and Weeks (197 6). They described cases where marital enrich

ment failed with some couples as a result of the lack of 

acceptance on the part of dyad member for taking responsibil

ity for his/her behavior. Many programs which teach problem 

solving skills also attempt to enhance or develop this orien

tation of responsibility with marital dyad members by teach

ing the skill of "owning feelings" (e.g., Harrell^ Guerney, 

1976; Jacobson, 1977a, 1977c; Patterson & Hops, 1972; 

Patterson, Hops & Weiss, 1975; Rappaport & Harrell, 1972; 

Ridley et al.. Note 1). 
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It appears that the personal responsibility orientation 

component of enhancement programs represents a vital condi

tion which may determine the effectiveness of the skills 

programs. Indeed, this component may be responsible for the 

failure of some enrichment programs to effect change within 

the marital relationship (L'Abate & Weeks, 197 6) and for the 

lack of consistent treatment effects for other relationship 

programs (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977). It also seems that this 

personal responsibility orientation, or the degree to which 

the individual perceives himself as being responsible for 

any received reinforcement, represents the same concept which 

has been described as a locus of control orientation (Rotter, 

1966). 

Locus of Control Orientation 

Few constructs have resulted in the plethora of research 

since Rotter (19 66) published his monograph on the general

ized expectancy for reinforcement. Since that publication, 

numerous reviews (e.g., Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1966) bibliog

raphies (e.g., Prociuk & Kussier, 1975; Throop & MacDonald, 

1971) and books (e.g., Lefcourt, 1976; Phares, 1976) have 

been published which examine locus of control orientation. 

A relative abundance of research literature which has exam

ined locus of control has also been reported (e.g., Anderson, 

197 7; Baker, 19 71; Baugh, 197 3; Breen & Prociuk, 197 6; 
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Butterfield, 1964; Drasgow, Palau, Taibi & Drasgow, 1974; 

Hjelle, 1974; Kilman, Albert, & Sotile, 1975; Smith, 1970). 

Locus of control orientation represents a continuum 

for describing individuals' generalized expectancy for 

reinforcement, i.e., the extent to which persons believe 

themselves to be responsible for received reinforcement. 

Internal locus of control is used to describe individuals 

who believe they are in control of the reinforcements they 

receive, or that reinforcements which they receive are con

tingent upon their own behavior. External locus of control 

is used to characterize individuals who do not believe they 

are in control of any reinforcement which they receive, but 

rather that their rewards result from fate, chance or luck. 

Thus, externally controlled individuals, compared to inter

nally oriented individuals, do not believe they have the 

behavioral repertoire or ability to receive rewards contin

gent upon their behavior (Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1966; Rotter, 

1966). 

Research has suggested the importance of the locus of 

control construct in the resolution of relationship conflict. 

Chance (1972) believed that the functional relationships 

among behaviors in which an individual engages are the 

result of reinforcement, either positive or negative. Depen

dent upon the individual's present behavioral repertoire, 

then, the person will engage in either growthful or 
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dysfunctional behavior, and facilitative, or ineffective 

problem solving behavior. 

Individuals' previous learning will determine the behav

ioral response to stimuli which they receive. In social 

situations, for example, the response may either be facil

itating or debilitating. Phares (197 2) provided a clear 

example of individuals who engage in avoidance behaviors 

when they are met with a specific environmental situation. 

The example involves young persons who do not attend parties 

because they have a low expectancy for success in the social 

realm. The individuals expect to fail in this area and to be 

rejected for their embarrassing behavior. In order to avoid 

these unpleasant consequences, they do not attend the party. 

This avoidance technique becomes effective and rewarding, 

since they receive no negative feedback. However, the long 

term effects of their behavior are quite negative since no 

one invites them to parties. The behavior becomes self-

destructive and self-defeating since instead of growth and 

development, stagnation or a regression of behavior may 

occur. Another serious result of avoidance behaviors can be 

seen when an individual "fails to learn the very adjustive 

behaviors that society values highly," and hence, initiates 

a self-fulfilling prophecy of inadequacy in meeting the real

ity demands (Phares, 1972, p. 445). It also would seem to 
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follow that these behavioral responses would be equally 

dangerous in intimate relationships. The use of ineffective 

behaviors would be especially dangerous in the resolution of 

marital conflict, since an unresolved issue may result in a 

"snow-balling" effect, leading to frustration, anger, and 

marital dissatisfaction. 

Most marital conflicts could be described as a frus

trating experience by the dyad members. Essentially there 

may be two types of responses to stress or frustration -

adaptive (i.e., facilitative) and maladaptive (i.e., non-

facilitative). One of the most important studies which 

examined the relationship between locus of control and 

frustration was conducted by Butterfield (1964). He con

cluded that the more internally controlled individuals are 

the more likely it is that they will engage in facilitative 

responses to anxiety and frustration. On the other hand, 

less internally controlled individuals (i.e., externally 

oriented) will be more likely to engage in debilitating 

responses. Additionally, Butterfield's (1964) results sug

gest that internally controlled individuals would be more 

effective in resolving conflict within a relationship than 

would externals, since internals perceive control over their 

reinforcement and make more constructive responses to stress 

and frustration. These results support similar research 

which indicates that internally controlled individuals may 
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be better adjusted and more adaptive to their environment 

than persons with an external orientation (Baker, 1971; 

Branningan, Rosenberg & Loprete, 1977; Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 

1976; Rotter, 1966; Warehime & Woodson, 1971). 

Further support for the externally oriented individ

uals' ineffectiveness in dealing with their environment and 

its demands has been reported by Midgley and Abrams (1974), 

and Thurber and Friedli (1976). Midgley and Abrams (1974) 

examined the relationship between locus of control and motive 

to avoid success in women. The subjects were administered 

Rotter's (1966) Internal-External Control Scale (I-E) and 

Horner's Incomplete Story Lead. The fear of success in the 

female subjects was rated by two judges on a seven point 

scale. The "motive to avoid success" scores were divided 

into upper, middle, and bottom thirds on the basis of ratings. 

There was a significant positive relationship between high 

levels of "motive to avoid success" and external locus of 

control. Low levels of "motive to avoid success" were posi

tively related to low external scores (i.e., internality). 

Midgley and Abrams (1974) reported that "higher scoring 

subjects seemed also to be less autonomous and less likely 

to penetrate the social barriers that serve to obstruct 

successful feminine achievements" (p. 737) . Thus, locus of 

control and the "motive to avoid success" could be important 

variables which determine the extent to which individuals 
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attempt to engage in problem solving or avoidance behaviors. 

It would seem that persons who were not problem solving 

oriented would be hesitant to engage in problem solving 

activity, and may appear uncomfortable or uneasy with prob

lematic situations and attempts at problem resolution. 

Dogmatism is another variable which has been positively 

correlated with locus of control orientation and may be 

related to problem solving ability. Clouser and Hjelle 

(1970) administered Rotter's Internal-External Scale and 

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale (Form E) to 116 males and 125 

females. They reported a significant positive correlation 

between external locus of control and dogmatism. These 

results support a closed system of beliefs-disbeliefs for 

externally controlled individuals and are consistent with 

other research which supports the relationship between 

external locus of control and conformity (e.g., Crowne & 

Liverant, 1963). It appears that externally oriented indi

viduals would: (a) be less able to engage in problem solv

ing, since they would be more dogmatic, (b) have a less 

open system of beliefs, (c) be more conforming, and (d) be 

less likely to perceive themselves as responsible for the 

problem, perceive of solutions to the problem, or be able 

to utilize information efficiently in the problem solving 

process. 
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The lack of openness in the belief system of externally 

oriented individuals and their accompanying less efficient 

utilization of information would suggest that they may 

engage in ineffective problem solving styles. Ineffective 

problem solving by externals could be due in part to their 

lack of "information seeking" regarding the situation, or 

"information seeking" relevant to the problem. Davis and 

Phares (1967) used subjects with a favorable attitude toward 

the Vietnam War in an effort to determine differential "in

formation seeking" by internal and external individuals. 

Forty-two male internals and 42 male externals were assigned 

to one of three treatment conditions: skill, chance, and 

ambiguous. The subjects were instructed to influence an

other individual's attitude about the Vietnam War. The 

"skill condition" subjects were instructed that their suc

cess in influencing the other person's opinion depended 

upon skill and ability of the subject. The "chance condi

tion" subjects were told that their success depended upon 

chance and luck. The "ambiguous condition" subjects were 

given neither skill nor chance instructions. The subjects 

were given opportunities to acquire information about the 

Vietnam War as well as the individuals whom they were to 

influence toward a more positive position regarding the Viet-

nam.e issue. The subjects in all conditions were given an 

Information Preference Sheet to indicate what amount and 
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type of information they would like to have about the other 

person and the Vietnam issue. Davis and Phares (1967) 

reported that internals across all treatment conditions 

tended to seek out more information and ask more questions 

than did externals. 

Other research substantiates the positive relationship 

between internal locus of control and the initiation of 

action to confront problems (e.g., Davis & Phares, 1967; 

Gore & Rotter, 1963; Joe, 1971; Phares, Ritchie & Davis, 

1968). Gore and Rotter (1963) found that those individuals 

who are more internally oriented tend to commit themselves 

to a greater degree of personal and decisive action taking 

than do externally oriented individuals. Phares, Ritchie 

and Davis (1968) reported that internals display a greater 

degree of action-taking to overcome their reported personal 

deficiencies than do externals. The expectancy for success 

in the resolution of a problem may also be a factor in why 

locus of control is important for problem, solving effective

ness (Phares, 1976). Individuals may: 

generalize expectancies for the success of certain 
problem solving approaches. Expectancies for the 
success of various ways of viewing reality may 
emerge. People may develop a generalize expectancy 
that categorizing other people as threatening or 
greedy will best enable them to cope with others. 
Or they may learn to view the world as highly com
petitive and may adjust their behavior accordingly. 
(Phares, 1976, p. 19) 
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The ability of individuals to generate alternative 

solutions to problems may depend on the effectiveness of 

their prior behavioral repertoire. Thus, the person per

ceives "situations in such a way that they select those 

behaviors from their repertoire that seem to hold for them 

the highest probability of success" (Phares, 1976, p. 23). 

However, the person's problem solving repertoire may consist 

of ineffective behaviors unless they perceive of themselves 

as capable of resolving the problem. Locus of control 

therefore becomes an important variable for problem solving 

success, since individuals must perceive themselves as: 

(a) being personally responsible for the situation, (b) 

being responsible for perceiving alternative solutions to 

the problem and (c) being responsible for performing those 

behaviors necessary to resolve the problem. In order to 

accomplish these objectives, individuals must perceive of 

such things as reinforcement, solutions, and problems, as 

being contingent upon their behavior. 

Various researchers have examined the effects of locus 

of control upon problem solving ability (e.g., Baugh, 1973; 

Davis & Phares, 1967; Ducette, Wolk & Friedman, 197 2; 

Gavurin & Murgatroyd, 1973; Johnson & Kilman, 1975). Ducette, 

Wolk and Friedm.an (1972) reported that in black and white 

children, locus of control mediated creative responding to 

a Pattern Meaning Test. These researchers reported that 
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internally oriented individuals responded more creatively to 

ambiguous stimuli of the Pattern Meanings Test than did 

external children. Furthermore, they concluded that inter

nals were more "active seekers and users of information" 

than were their external counterparts (p. 298). 

Gavurin and Murgatroyd (1973) investigated the effects 

of locus of control upon anagram solving. Assuming that 

internals would be able to form a gestalt or solution out of 

the anagram letters, they administered Rotter's I-E Scale 

and a list of 60 single solution, five letter, anagrams to 

34 males and 80 females. There was a significant positive 

relationship between anagram performance (number of solutions) 

and locus of control in v/omen. Although males had a signif

icantly lower mean I-E score than women, there was no rela

tionship between locus of control and anagram solving for 

males. They suggested that: (a) the lack of differences 

for males may be due to the small sample of males, and (b) 

that a larger sample of males with a greater range of I-E 

scores is needed. 

From the preceding discussion it would appear that 

internally oriented individuals would be more effective at 

problem solving than their external counterparts since they 

already possess characteristics which seem to be essential 

for problem solving effectiveness (e.g., non-dogmatism. 
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greater information seeking, more constructive responses to 

frustration, greater action taking). 

Hypotheses 

It is apparent from the preceding discussion that 

marital couples can be effectively taught problem solving 

skills from an educational approach. However, the educa

tional model assumes that individuals within the marital 

relationship must accept responsibility not only for con

tributing to the marital problem or issue, but also for 

accepting responsibility for resolving that issue. It 

appears that the personal responsibility orientation which 

is of central concern in problem solving skills training 

programs represents the same concept which has been 

described as a locus of control orientation. It would seem 

then, that if marital couples already possess this "respon

sibility orientation" they would be better able to acquire 

problem solving skills. In an attempt to test this possibil

ity, the purpose of the present study was to examine the 

effects of locus of control orientation upon problem 

solving skills acquisition. 

As a result of a problem solving skills training, 

couples with an internal locus of control orientation (both 

spouses internally oriented) as compared to couples with an 

external (both spouses externally oriented) or mixed locus 
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of control orientation (one spouse internally oriented, one 

spouse externally oriented), will demonstrate an increase 

in: 

(a) problem solving skill acquisition 

(b) satisfaction with problem solving ability 

(c) level of problem solving in their marital 

relationship 

(d) marital adjustment and satisfaction 

(e) interpersonal trust and intimacy. 
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METHODS 

Subjects 

Twenty married couples were recruited from the univer

sity and surrounding community through newspaper articles 

and campus posters. Ministers of various denominations 

were also visited and their assistance was solicited for 

announcing the program to couples who attended their 

churches. The recruitment information emphasized that the 

program took an educational approach to teaching marital 

partners new interpersonal skills rather than a remedial 

marriage counseling format. 

Couples were assigned either to an internal locus of 

control group (N=8 couples), an external locus of control 

group (N=5 couples), or to a mixed locus of control group 

(N=7 couples) depending on their individual locus of control 

score. The cut off point on the Adult Nowicki-Strickland 

Internal-External Control Scale (Nowicki & Duke, 1974) for 

placement of couples in the treatment groups was as follows: 

(a) internal group - both spouses had locus of control scores 

less than or equal to 7, (b) external group - both spouses 

had locus of control scores greater than or equal to 8, and 

(c) mixed group - one spouse had locus of control score in 

37 
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the internal group, one spouse had locus of control score in 

the external group. 

The mean locus of control scores were as follows: (a) 

internal group, mean =4.93 (range 1 to 7), (b) external 

group, mean = 10 (range 8 to 15), and (c) mixed group, mean = 

7.31 (range 1 to 16). The average age of the individuals in 

each group was: (a) internal group, mean = 23.94 (range 21 

to 27), (b) external group, mean = 26.1 (range 20 to 28), and 

(c) mixed group, mean = 25.0 (range 19 to 36). The average 

length of marriage for the couples v/as: (a) internal group, 

mean = 26.50 (range 1 month to 60 months), (b) external group, 

mean = 44.60 (range 8 months to 108 months), and (c) mixed 

group, mean = 45.71 (range 3 months to 120 months). 

Dependent Variables 

There were five dependent variables in this study: (a) 

problem solving ability - defined as the couple's ability to 

demonstrate problem solving skill acquisition, (b) problem 

solving satisfaction - defined as the couples satisfaction 

with the outcome of the problem solving process, (c) level 

of relationship problem solving - defined as levels of prob

lem solving within the couple's marital relationship, (d) 

marital adjustment and satisfaction - defined as the dyad 

partner's assessment of the quality of the marital relation

ship, and (e) marital trust and intimacy - defined as the 
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degree of interpersonal trust and intimacy within the 

couple's marital relationship. 

Pretest and Posttest Assessment. Prior to the begin-

of the program, and at the completion of the program, 

couples in each group were asked to complete a packet of 

paper and pencil instruments which were designed to measure 

problem solving satisfaction, level of relationship problem 

solving, marital adjustment and satisfaction, quality of 

trust and intimacy in the interpersonal relationship, locus 

of control orientation, and demographic information (see 

Appendix A). 

After completion of the paper and pencil instruments in 

the pretest and posttest assessments periods, each couple 

completed two 20-minute audio-tape conversations. The 

stimuli for the first conversation involved role play situ

ations which were representative of problems experienced by 

married couples. Two different role play situations were 

employed in the study (Role Play A and Role Play B). Each 

role play situation had a male and femtaie form which were 

different only in regard to the use of terms "husband" and 

"wife" in the context of the situation (see Appendix B). 

One-half of the couples in the external, internal, and mixed 

groups were given Role Play A in the pretest and Role Play B 

in the posttest, while the other half of the couples in each 

group received Role Play B in the pretest and Role Play A in 
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the posttest. Couples were requested to solve the role play 

situations to the best of their ability. Both role play sit

uations have been used successfully in prior research to 

differentiate problem solving ability of married couples 

(Harrell, 1974). 

The second 20-minute conversation focused on a problem 

that was current to each couple's marital relationship. Each 

partner independently completed a Behavior Problem Checklist 

(Ridley et al.. Note 1) (see Appendix C) which covered a 

wide range of possible relationship problems. From this list, 

one problem was selected at both pretest and posttest assess

ment periods which both partners independently indicated was 

a problem area of at least moderate intensity (i.e., a score 

of 2 on a 0 to 4 point scale). Couples were then instructed 

to solve the relationship problem to the best of their ability 

Measurement of Dependent 
Variables 

Problem Solving Ability. Audio-taped couple conversa

tions for the role play and real life problem situations 

were rated for couple problem solving ability according to 

the procedure outlined by Ridley et al. (Note 1) (see Appen

dix D). Two doctoral students in Family Studies were trained 

for 10 hours in the Ridley et al. (Note 1) rating procedures. 

After training, each coder independently rated 10 audi-

taped couple conversations similar to those used in this 
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study. Interrater reliability using Pearson Product Moment 

correlation coefficient was calculated to be .80 or above 

for each of the behavioral indicators of problem solving, 

with an overall interrater reliability computed to be .83. 

Each coder was randomly assigned to rate one-half of the 

tapes without knowledge of internal-external-mixed group or 

pretest-posttest distinctions. 

Problem Solving Satisfaction. As additional measures 

of problem solving ability, each dyad partner completed the 

Marital Problem Solution Scale. The Marital Problem Solu

tion Scale (see Appendix E) is composed of two items which 

are rated on a six-point semantic differential format and 

have a summated score range of two to 12. The Marital Prob

lem Solution Scale is composed of two subscales: Solution 

Satisfaction and Solution Effectiveness. The one item Solu

tion Satisfaction Subscale (range 1 to 6) is designed to 

assess each partner's satisfaction with the solution to the 

relationship problem which was discussed by the couples. 

The one item Solution Effectiveness Subscale (range 1 to 6) 

is designed to assess each partner's belief regarding the 

effectiveness of the derived solution in dealing with the 

relationship problem. The Marital Problem Solution Scale 

was completed for both role play and real life situations 

during both pretest and posttest assessment periods. 
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Levels of Relationship Problem Solving. Problem Solving 

in the marital dyad was measured by the Problem Solving in 

our Relationship concept (Kratzke, 1976). The Problem Solv

ing in our Relationship concept is a component of an Inter

personal Relationship Scale developed by June Henton and 

Ronald Russell to measure interpersonal relationship adjust

ment. The Problem Solving in our Relationship concept (see 

Appendix F) is designed to determine the level of problem 

solving in an intimate relationship. The scale consists of 

ten items (one filler item) and uses a seven-point semantic 

differential format (summated score range 9 to 63). Lower 

scores indicate less relationship problem solving while 

higher scores indicate higher levels of problem solving in 

an intimate relationship. Reliability and validity estimates 

for the Interpersonal Relationship Scale have been reported 

by Kratzke (1976). 

Marital Adjustment and Satisfaction. The dependent 

variable of marital adjustment and satisfaction was divided 

into two related components: (a) dyadic adjustment, and 

(b) trust and intimacy. Marital adjustment and satisfaction 

was measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (see Appendix G) is designed to 

measure the quality of a marital or cohabiting relationship. 

The scale consists of 32 items and uses a summated six-point 

likert type format (score range 0 to 161) . The four subscales 
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of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale include: Dyadic Consensus, 

Dyadic Satisfaction, Dyadic Cohesion, and Affectional Expres

sion. Low scores indicate low levels of dyadic adjustment 

while high scores indicate higher levels of marital adjust

ment and satisfaction. Reliability and validity estimates 

for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale have been reported by 

Spanier (1976) . 

Marital Trust and Intimacy. Marital trust and intimacy 

was measured by the Interpersonal Relationship Scale (Schlein, 

1971). The Interpersonal Relationship Scale (see Appendix H), 

developed by Stephen Schlein in collaboration with Bernard G. 

Guerney and Lillian Stover, is designed to assess the level 

of trust and intimacy within a relationship (Guerney, 1977). 

Each dyad partner is asked to indicate on a summated five-

point likert type format whether he/she agrees or disagrees 

with each of the 52 items (score range 52 to 260). Lower 

scores indicate less trust and intimacy within the relation

ship while higher scores indicate higher degrees of trust and 

intimacy. Reliability and validity estimates for the Inter

personal Relationship Scale have been reported by Guerney 

(1977) . 

Locus of Control 

Locus of control was measured by the Adult Nowicki-

Strickland Internal-External Control Scale (ANS-IE) (Nowicki 

& Duke, 1974) (see Appendix I). This scale is designed to 
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measure individuals' beliefs regarding the source of any 

reward or reinforcement as being either inside or outside of 

their control. The scale is composed of 4 0 items and uses a 

summated forced choice format (either yes or no, with a 

range of 0 to 40). Higher scores indicate an external locus 

of control orientation while lower scores indicate an inter

nal locus of control orientation. Reliability and validity 

estimates for the Adult Nowicki-Strickland Internal-External 

Control Scale (ANS-IE) have been reported by Nowicki and 

Duke (1974) . 

Experimental Treatment 

The 20 couples (eight internal locus of control, five 

external locus of control, and seven mixed locus of control) 

were randomly divided into five groups of four couples each, 

with the one criteria that each group be composed of at 

least one couple from each treatment condition. Couples in 

each group attended one three-hour problem solving skills 

training session per week for eight weeks (total of 24 hours). 

Internal, external, and mixed couples received identical 

training throughout the program. 

Training Format 

Six doctoral students in Family Studies (3 female and 

3 male) were used as facilitators in the training program. 

The facilitators were randomly assigned to one of two teams 
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under the condition that each team would have one female and 

one male member. Two facilitator teams were then randomly 

assigned to lead two problem solving groups, while one team 

was assigned to lead one group. 

Problem Solving Skills Training 

The Mutual Problem Solving Skills Programi Ridley et al. 

(Note 1) was administered to the couples according to the 

session content and format specified in the Mutual Problem 

Solving Skills Program manual. Ridley et al. (Note 1) 

briefly define the problem solving steps as follows: 

Step One. Listen carefully and express own feelings. 

This step involves a communication style of expressing 

and owning one's feelings. Reflective listening is 

included in this step to ensure that the couple hear 

each other when they are discussing the problem. This 

allows the spouse to determine if their partner specif

ically heard what they said, and if not, then the 

statement can be clarified. This step and the follow

ing steps provide practice opportunities and feedback 

to the participants for skill acquisition. 

Step Two. Explore the problem area. This step utilizes 

Step One to discuss and explore the problem area, or 

what is concerning or bothering one or both partners. 

In this step, only current problems are discussed, not 

previous or past problems. 
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Step Three. Define the problem in relationship terms. 

This step allows for the determination of how the prob

lem effects the relationship. After exploring the 

problem, couples may discover that the problem is an 

individual one and not a relationship issue; or it may 

be a relationship problem and be affecting both the 

indidivuals and their relationship. If the conflict 

or disagreement is a relationship problem, then to 

effectively resolve the problem, both partners will 

have to be committed and mutually involved in resolving 

the problem. 

Step Four. Identify how each person contributes to the 

problem. If the problem is a relationship problem, 

then both partners are contributing or are maintaining 

the problem. It is important for the partners to rec

ognize their contributions to the problem and accept 

responsibility for maintaining the problem. After 

knowing how they specifically contribute and maintain 

the problem, then the individuals are also aware of 

what specific behaviors require change to resolve the 

problem. 

Step Five. State the goal. After the relationship 

problem has been identified, and what the contributions 

of each partner are to continuing the problem, the 

couple then state the goal in specific behavioral terms 
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(increase or decrease a specific behavior). Stating a 

goal in behavioral terms eliminates vagueness and pro

vides more opportunities for success in solving the 

problem. 

Step Six. Generate alternative solutions. After the 

goal has been established, the couples engage in brain

storming to generate solutions to achieving the goal. 

Each partner should generate solutions so that it is a 

mutual process and both partners are actively involved 

in the problem solving process. 

Step Seven. Evaluate alternative solutions. After all 

solutions have been generated or thought of and provided, 

evaluation of the solutions should then occur. However, 

there should be no evaluation until all solutions have 

been generated by the couples. Ridley et al. (Note 1) 

list two criteria for evaluation of solutions: 

(1) will the solution reach the goal and solve 

the problem, and 

(2) is the solution consistent with my personal 

values and resources? 

Thus, the alternative solutions should be evaluated 

using the above criteria for determining the accept

ability and effectiveness of the solutions. 

Step Eight. Select the best solution. This step flows 

out of the previous step, with the addition of 
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specifying who is to do what, when, where, and for how 

long. This is important to eliminate any vagueness or 

misunderstanding about the solution. 

Step Nine. Implement the solution. The solution should 

be implemented for a sufficient length of time to deter

mine if it (the solution) v/ill be effective or not. 

For some frequently occurring behaviors, only a few days 

may be a sufficient length of time for the implementa

tion of the solution. For behaviors that occur infre

quently, a period of a week or longer may be required 

to allow the solution sufficient time to either be 

determined effective or ineffective. Regardless of the 

time period involved, both partners should be specif

ically aware of the length of time they will try the 

solution. 

Step Ten. Evaluate progress. After the agreed upon 

length of time for implementing the solution, the part

ners should evaluate their progress in resolving the 

problem with the following criteria: 

(1) did both partners engage in the agreed upon 

behaviors? 

(2) if so, was the goal achieved? 

(3) do we want to continue these behaviors? 

(4) if our goal was not achieved, what went 

wrong (pp. 23-26)? 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analysis - Problem 
Solving Ability 

Table 1 presents the transformed means, adjusted trans

formed means, and standard deviations for problem solving 

ability for both the role play and real life situations. 

For analysis purposes. Steps Two through Eight were summed 

to provide a total score of problem solving ability. The 

scores for Step One, which was com.posed of "I-messages," 

"summary statements," and "open questions," were summed to 

provide an index of general communication style. Table 2 

presents the transformed means, adjusted transformed means, 

and standard deviations for communication style for both 

the role play and real life situations. 

Dependent t-tests were used to assess problem solving 

skills acquisition for each treatment group on both the role 

play and real problem situation. In order to eliminate pro

portionality of means and variances in the data, a square 

root transformation (X' = XJITTTT) was employed (Kirk, 1968) 

As can be seen in Table 8 (see Appendix J), results indi

cated that all three groups demonstrated a significant 

increase in both problem solving ability and general commu

nication style in both the role play and real life situations 
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Main Analysis 

Problem Solving Ability. It was hypothesized that the 

internal group, compared to the external and mixed treatment 

groups, would demonstrate a significant increase in problem 

solving skills acquisition. In order to test the hypothesis, 

an analysis of covariance using the pretest as the covariate 

was employed to test the effects of treatment, sex, and 

treatment by sex interaction. Role play results yielded no 

significant effects for treatment, F_ (2, 33) = .70, p>.05, 

sex F (1, 33) = .09, p>.05, or treatment by sex interaction 

F (2, 33) = .04, p>.05. Similarly, real life situation 

results also indicated no significant effects for treatment 

F (2, 33) = .28, p>.05, sex F (1, 33) = .00, p>.05, or treat

ment by sex interaction F (2, 33) = .41, p>.05. 

A subsequent analysis of covariance for general commu

nication style for the role play situation yielded no sig

nificant effects for treatment F (2, 33^ = 1.18, p>.05, sex 

F (1, 33) = .07, £>.05, or treatment by sex interaction F 

(2, 33) = .72, £>.05. Additionally, there were no signifi

cant treatment F (2, 33) = 1.28, p>.05, sex F (1, 33) = .52, 

p>.05, or treatment by sex interaction F (2, 33) = .02, p> 

.05, effects for communication style for the real life 

situation. 

Proj^lem Solving Satisfaction. The second hypothesis 

to be tested was that the internal group, relative to the 
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external and mixed groups, would report increased satisfac

tion with their problem solving ability. Table 3 presents 

the means, adjusted means, and standard deviations by treat

ment group for problem solving satisfaction for both the 

role play and real life situations. An analysis of covari

ance on the role play situation indicated no significant 

difference on problem solving satisfaction by treatment, 

F (2, 33) = 2.16, p>.05, sex F 1, 33) = .02, p>.05, or 

treatment by sex interaction, F (2, 33) = .62, p>.05. Results 

also indicated no significant differences for treatment, F 

(2, 33) = .01, p>.05, sex, F (1, 33) = 1.23, p>.05, or 

treatment by sex interaction, F(2,33) = .26, p>.05 for prob

lem solving satisfaction in the real life situation. 

Relationship Problem Solving. The third hypothesis 

tested was that the internal group, compared to the external 

and mixed groups, would report higher levels of problem 

solving in their marital relationship. Table 4 presents the 

means, adjusted means, and standard deviation for the Problem 

Solving in Our Relationship Concept (Kratzke, 1976). An anal

ysis of covariance yielded no significant effects for treat

ment, F (2, 33) = 1.93, p>.05, sex, F (1, 33) = 1.12, p>.05, 

or treatment by sex interaction, F (2, 33) = .45, p>.0 5. 

Marital Adjustment and Satisfaction. The fourth hypoth

esis tested was that the internal group, compared to the 

external and mixed groups, would report an increase in 
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Table 4 
Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Devia t ions 

(S.D.) for Problem Solving in Our 
R e l a t i o n s h i p Concept 

Pre t e s t Pos t t e s t 
Assessment Assessment 

In t e rna l Group (N=16) 
Mean (Acijusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

External Group (N=10) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Mixed Group (N=14) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=7) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=7) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

4 8 . 0 7 
8 . 5 4 

4 8 . 4 3 
6 . 2 1 

4 7 . 7 1 
1 0 . 9 2 

4 6 . 8 0 
5 . 8 7 

4 5 . 6 0 
4 . 3 9 

4 8 . 0 0 
7 . 3 8 

4 5 . 9 4 
9 . 8 3 

4 8 . 0 0 
6 . 1 4 

4 5 . 2 9 
1 2 . 9 5 

4 9 . 7 1 
8 . 9 7 

5 0 . 0 0 
9 . 5 6 

4 9 . 4 3 
9 . 1 1 

4 8 . 4 0 
7 . 3 4 

4 6 . 6 0 
3 . 5 3 

5 0 . 2 0 
6 . 3 4 

5 2 . 3 8 
3 . 4 2 

5 0 . 7 5 
. 7 1 

5 4 . 0 0 
4 . 3 1 

( 4 9 . 2 5 ) 

( 4 9 . 4 0 ) 

( 4 9 . 1 1 ) 

( 4 8 . 4 4 ) 

( 4 7 . 1 1 ) 

( 4 9 . 7 7 ) 

( 5 2 . 7 5 ) 

( 5 0 . 3 1 ) 

( 5 4 . 7 0 ) 
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marital adjustment on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 

1976). Table 5 presents the means, adjusted means, and 

standard deviations for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. An 

analysis of covariance yielded no significant differences 

due to treatment, F (2, 33) = .12, p>.05, or to a treatment 

by sex interaction, F (2, 33) = 2.28, £>.05. There was a 

significant sex effect F (1, 33) = 4.16, £<.05. With the 

exception of the mixed group, females tended to report less 

adjustment following training, while the males indicated 

greater adjustment. 

Trust and Intimacy. The fifth hypothesis tested was 

that the internal group, compared to the external and mixed 

groups, would report higher levels of marital trust and 

intimacy on the Interpersonal Relationship Scale (Schlein, 

1971) as a result of the skills training program. Table 6 

presents the means, adjusted means, and standard deviations 

for marital trust and intimacy. An analysis of covariance 

yielded no significant effects due to treatment, F_ (2, 33) = 

1.10, p>.05, sex, F (1, 33) = .73, p>.05, or treatment by 

sex interaction, F (2, 33) = .79, p>.05. 

Secondary Analysis -
Locus of Control 

Table 7 presents the means, adjusted means, and stan

dard deviations for the Adult Nowicki-Strickland Internal-

External Control Scale (Nov/icki & Duke, 1974) . Although it 
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Table 5 
Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 

(S.D.) for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

Internal Group (N=16) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

External Group (N=10) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Mixed Group (N=14) 

Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=7) 

Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=7) 

Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Pretest 
Assessment 

153.94 
20.81 

151.63 
23.12 

156.25 
19.52 

144.90 
15.45 

134.40 
13.43 

155.40 
9.02 

155.71 
14.46 

157.43 
11.82 

154.00 
13.77 

Posttest 
Assessment 

157.50 
26.23 

160.71 
27.20 

154.29 
26.95 

148.20 
5.01 

150.20 
4.21 

146.20 
5.36 

157.88 
11.52 

157.13 
10.53 

158.63 
13.11 

(155.25) 

(159.97) 

(150.53) 

(153.78) 

(163.70) 

(143.86) 

(156.36) 

(154.90) 

(157.31) 
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Table 6 
Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Devia t ions 

(S.D.) for the I n t e r p e r s o n a l 
R e l a t i o n s h i p Scale 

I n t e r n a l Group (N=16) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

225.81 
21.59 

222.63 
25.98 

229.00 
17.34 

Pretest 
Assessment 

Posttest 
Assessment 

229.71 
23.20 

229.71 
27.31 

229.71 
20.52 

(223.37) 

(224.54) 

(222.21) 

External Group (N=10) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

208.20 
22.35 

200.40 
23.46 

216.00 
20.53 

209.70 
22.38 

209.60 
28.20 

209.80 
18.21 

(218.42) 

(224.22) 

(212.62) 

Mixed Group (N=14) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=7) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=7) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

220.57 
21.56 

219.00 
18.82 

222.14 
25.43 

226.69 
17.85 

222.00 
10.09 

230.38 
16.95 

(226.73) 

(225.62) 

(227.95) 



Table 7 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
(S.D.) for the Adult Nowicki-Strickland 

Internal-External Control Scale 
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Pretest 
Assessment 

Posttest 
Assessment 

Internal Group (N=16) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=8) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

External Group (N=10) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=5) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Mixed Group (N=14) 
Mean Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Males (N=7) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

Females (N=7) 
Mean (Adjusted) 
S.D. 

4 . 9 3 
1.90 

4 . 7 1 
2 .06 

5 .14 
1.86 

10 .00 
2 .16 

1 0 . 2 0 
2 .77 

9 .80 
1.64 

7 . 3 1 
3 .66 

5 .50 
2 .83 

9 .13 
3 .64 

4 . 7 9 
2 .49 

4 . 7 1 
3 .15 

4 . 3 6 
1.86 

8 .70 
2 .41 

9 .20 
2 .77 

8 .20 
2.17 

6 .06 
3 .45 

4 .25 
1.98 

7 .88 
3 .76 

(6.07) 

(6.12) 

(6.02) 

(7.05) 

(7.44) 

(6.67) 

(5.97) 

(5.20) 

(6.73) 
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was not hypothesized that the treatment groups would shift 

toward the internal end of the locus of control continuum, 

it appears from Table 7 that some movement in this direc

tion occurred. Dependent t-tests were employed to determine 

if the movement toward internality was significant. As can 

be seen in Table 9 (see Appendix J) this change toward in

ternality by the treatment groups was not significant. 

A correlational analysis was employed with the posttest 

data to determine whether or not internal locus of control 

orientation was correlated with problem solving ability. 

There were no significant correlations between the treatment 

groups and problem solving ability or general communication 

style (see Table 10, Appendix J). 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

It was hypothesized that the internal group, relative 

to the external and mixed groups, would demonstrate a sig

nificant increase in: (a) problem solving skills acquisi

tion, (b) satisfaction with problem solving skills, (c) 

problem solving within their relationship, (d) marital 

adjustment and satisfaction, and (e) interpersonal trust 

and intimacy. 

Role play and real life situations were employed to 

determine problem solving skill acquisition. Utilizing both 

situations provides major benefits in assessing problem 

solving skills acquisition and ability. The role play sit

uation allows the marital couple to demonstrate their 

problem solving ability within a nonthreatening framework 

because the issue is not personally relevant to them. Since 

they probably have little personal investment in the issue, 

they should be more comfortable and better able to demon

strate their acquired problem solving skills. The real life 

situation provides an index of the couple's problem solving 

ability under conditions that are more personally relevant 

and probably more difficult. The real life situation con

sists of resolving an issue which both partners recognize 

as a problem in their relationship. Thus, the real life 
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situation provides an indicator of the couple's ability to 

utilize the skills on a value laden, relevant, and possibly 

stressful marital conflict area. The real life situation 

would seem to offer a more realistic appraisal of the 

couple's problem solving ability, since they will be con

fronted by real problems or issues in their marital 

relationship. 

As a result of skills training, all treatment groups 

significantly increased their problem solving ability and 

general communication style. It would appear, then, that 

the participants within all treatment groups were capable 

of resolving marital conflicts, at least in regard to the 

role play and real life problems with which they were pre

sented. The enhanced problem solving ability and commu

nication style may hopefully allow these couples to resolve 

future marital problems within a framework, of mutual 

involvement. 

The hypothesis that the internal group would demon

strate a greater increase in problem solving skills acquis

ition and general communication style when compared to the 

other two groups was not substantiated. It appears that 

the lack of treatment group differences on the dependent 

variables assessed may have resulted from a number of factors. 

Perhaps, there is no relationship between locus of control 

orientation and problem solving skills acquisition. Another 
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possible issue may involve the robustness of the problem 

solving skills training program. The strength of the prob

lem solving skills program may be such that regardless of 

the locus of control orientation of the individuals, most 

all subjects will acquire the skills taught. The pretest 

and posttest assessments of problem solving ability and 

general communication style lend support to this explanation 

for the lack of treatment differences. The robustness of 

the skills training program may also be responsible for the 

lack of reported differences between the treatment groups 

on satisfaction with problem solving ability and general 

communication style. Assuming that the program taught all 

of the couples problem solving and communication skills, 

then it would seem to follov/ that these couples would tend 

to report approximately equivalent satisfaction with their 

newly acquired problem solving skills. Support for this 

contention derives from the lack of differences between the 

treatment groups on either satisfaction with their problem 

solving ability or reported levels of problem solving 

within their marital relationship. 

Another variable which may have influenced the outcome 

of the skills training involves the nature of the program. 

The skills training program utilized an enrichment model 

for marital couples who were relatively satisfied with their 

relationship, but who desired to enhance it or "make it 
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better." Since these couples were already "satisfied" with 

their relationship, their pretest scores may represent a 

ceiling effect of the self report measures of satisfaction 

and little gain on these measures may have been possible as 

a result of training. 

It appears that males in the internal and external 

group increased their level of marital adjustment, while 

females in the external group reported less satisfaction at 

posttest assessment. These differences for the external 

group are interesting, although somewhat confusing in that 

males reported an increase in marital adjustment while their 

spouses reported a decrease. One possible explanation for 

these sex differences in the external group may have re

sulted from the males being able to view themselves as hav

ing more ability to resolve relationship problems or conflict, 

while their spouses may be reacting to a change in the 

status quo within the marital relationship. Additional 

research is clearly needed in order to determine if the above 

results can be meaningfully interpreted or whether they 

reflect chance occurrences. 

The most plausible factor responsible for a lack of 

treatment group differences centers around the locus of 

control means for the treatment groups. The initial locus 

of control treatment means were somewhat more internally 

oriented than would be expected by examining a normal 
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distribution of locus of control scores. Nowicki and Duke 

(1974) noted a mean locus of control score of 9.40 for adult 

hospital staff workers using the Adult Nowicki-Strickland 

Internal-External Control Scale. As is apparent from Table 

7, both internal (mean = 4.93) and mixed (mean = 7.31) groups 

were well below this mean, while the external group (mean = 

10.0) was only slightly above the mean. It appears that 

initially the external group was only slightly external 

while the mixed group was in fact moderately internal. Thus, 

it is clear that subject recruitment marginally resulted in 

a meaningful comparison between internal, external, and 

mixed groups, assuming no change in the respective group's 

locus of control orientation. 

Additional support for internality of the present sub

ject sample can also be found in the posttest locus of 

control scores. As can be seen in Table 7, posttest assess

ment of locus of control indicated that all three groups 

became more internally oriented as a result of the problem 

solving skills training program: (a) internal mean = 4.79, 

(b) mixed mean = 6.06, (c) external mean = 8.70. Using the 

9.40 adult mean noted by Nowicki and Duke (1974), it is 

clear that following training all three treatment groups had 

locus of control mean scores well within the "internal" 

range. In essence, then, subject selection yielded 
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marginally sufficient variability in locus of control scores 

to provide .three distinct comparison groups in terms of 

locus of control orientation. Given that locus of control 

scores changed toward internality, especially for the ex

ternal group, the actual group comparisons for the present 

study were made between subjects with varying levels of 

internal locus of control orientation and not internal versus 

external versus mixed subjects as originally hypothesized. 

In actuality, then, the results of this study reflect a 

testing of the relative differences in problem solving 

skills acquisition among individuals with varying degrees 

of internal locus of control orientation. As might have 

been expected, no differences were found among internals. 

In reality, then, because of this change in.locus of control 

orientation during skills training, no clear test of the 

original hypotheses comparing subjects with internal, ex

ternal, and mixed locus of control orientation was possible. 

VJhat has been demonstrated in this study, however, is that 

problem solving skills training may in fact effect locus of 

control orientation in an internal direction. Clarification 

as to the relative ability of internal, external, and mixed 

treatment groups to acquire problem solving skills, as was 

initially the goal of this study, will need to await future 

research. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

Since the hypothetical relationship between locus of 

control and problem solving ability was not adequately 

tested in the present study, the usefulness of these results 

in comparing internal, external, and mixed groups is ques

tionable. Additional research which would employ treatment 

groups which are more appropriately defined as internal, 

external, and mixed is undoubtably needed. A clearer dis

tinction between the treatment groups may help to answer the 

question as to how locus of control orientation effects the 

acquisition of marital problem solving skills. 

Additionally, since most of the subjects in the present 

study were college students, the utilization of other indi

viduals outside the college environment may yield more 

normally distributed locus of control scores. The college 

environment can be characterized by the emphasis it places 

upon the acquisition of knowledge and skills which are 

designed to prepare students for their future roles. How

ever, the constant exposure to this orientation of skill and 

knowledge acquisition may influence the learning and utiliza

tion of marital problem solving skills more than with indi

viduals who are not exposed to this orientation. Clearly, 

there is a need to examine the influence of locus of control 

upon problem solving skills acquisition with other popula

tions. Hopefully, this research would also result in 



68 

samples which V70uld be more normally distributed regarding 

locus of control scores, since education emphasizes the 

individual responsibility for achieving grades, competence, 

and success. 

Future research designed to explore the shift in locus 

of control orientation evidenced in this study is clearly 

needed. Until the issue of change toward internality has 

been resolved, a clear understanding of the influence of 

locus of control upon problem solving skills acquisition 

may not be forthcoming. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

1. Name: 

2. Address 

City: 

State: Zip 

3. Sex: (1) Male (2) Female 

4. Age: 

5. Number of years married to present spouse 

6. Have you ever been divorced? Yes No 

7. If you have been divorced, how many years were you 

married in your: First marriage: 

Second marriage: 

Third marriage: 

(omit this question if it does not apply.) 

8. Number of children: 

9. Number of children presently living at home: 

10. Were your parents divorced? Yes No 

Circle the appropriate number for the following questions. 

11. Which of the following best describes the community 

where you now live? 

1. Suburb in a metropolitan area of more than 

2.-000 0,000 people 

2. Suburb in a metropolitan area of 500,000 to 2,000,000 

3. Suburb in a metropolitan area of 100,000 to 500,OOC 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

In a city (not a suburb) of more than 500,000 

In a city of 50,000 to 500,000 

City town of 10,000 to 50,000 

Town of less than 10,000 

8. Farm, ranch, or other open country 

12. What is the best estimate of the total family income 

last year? 

1. less than $4,000 

2. $ 4,000 to $ 5,999 

3. $ 6,000 to $ 7,999 

4. $ 8,000 to $ 9,999 

5. $10,000 to $13,999 

6. $14,000 to $19,999 

7. $20,000 to $25,999 

8. $26,000 to $31,999 

9. over $32,000 

13. List your profession (if homemaker, write homemaker) 

14. Below is a list of categories of educational attainment 

Circle the highest level you attained in school. 

1. some grade school 

finished grade school 

some high school 

finished high school 

some college 
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6. finished college 

7. more than college 

15. Characterize your present overall level of personal 

adjustment. This may include energy level, feelings 

of well-being, productivity, typical mood, intensity 

of interest in things, relationships with people, etc. 

Please indicate only ONE response. 

1. poor ("down" all the time) 

2. not too good ("the blahs") 

3. adequate ("I'm OK") 

4. good ("pretty together") 

5. extremely good ("really together") 

16. Which of the following best describes your own inter

personal situation: 

1. have a large number (more than 5) of close friends 

and many acquaintances 

2. have a large number of close friends and few other 

acquaintances 

3. have several (3 to 5) close friends and many 

acquaintances 

4. have several close friends and few acquaintances 

5. one or two close friends and many acquaintances 

6. one or two close friends and few acquaintances 

7. no close friends but many acquaintances 

8. no close friends and few acquaintances. 
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17. Have you received marriage or family counseling in 

the past? Yes No 

If yes, describe briefly: 

18. Have you ever participated in a marital or family 

enrichment or enhancement program? Yes No 

If yes, describe briefly 
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ROLE PLAY PROBLEM SOLVING INSTRUCTIONS 

Directions: 

1. Read the following story or situation carefully. 

2. Assume you are the husband or wife in the story. 

3. Use the quotes at the end of the story to assist you 

in beginning your discussion of the issue. 

4. Spend 20 minutes with your spouse and role play the 

situation as if it is actually happening to you. We 

would like for you to make a realistic attempt at 

resolving the conflict, not an ideal method or how you 

think it should be settled. Act naturally and try as 

hard as you can to solve the problem. 3e sure and 

keep the problem yours, and not a problem for another 

couple. 

5. Independently answer the two questions foiicv;ing ̂ he 

story problem task. 
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- Partner A: "We will go to church together every 

other week" 

- Partner B: "I agree" 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "Alright we both know what we will do" 

- "Alright, I will touch you more often" 

Procedures for Coding General 
Communication Style 

Before starting to code for the general communication 

skills ("I messages, summaries, and open questions) make 

sure you have the definitions memorized. "I messages" and 

summary statements are defined in Step 1 on the Mutual 

Problem Solving handout and illustrated in subsequent class 

sessions. Open questions are explained and illustrated in 

the Class 2 handout and repeated in several classes 

thereafter. 

"I messages." The intent in scoring for "I messages" 

is to determine the frequency with which couples own (take 

responsibility for) their feelings and/or behavior. As you 

know, couples sometime zonk each other with a "you statement" 

hidden in what appears to be an "I message." Therefore, 

your task is to count the "I messages" made from the begin

ning of the tape to the end (both role play and real life) 

for each partner—excluding hidden you statements. 
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ROLE PLAY A (HUSBAND FORM) 

You and your wife have been married for several years. 

You like your job and are anxious to get ahead. For the 

past year you have been voluntarily spending a great deal 

of extra time at your work. Your wife is becoming more and 

more convinced that you care more about your job than you 

care for her. She has told you this many times. You have 

explained that because your career is important to both of 

you, you must work additional hours if you expect to get 

promoted. Your extra hours on the job have left little 

time for the two of you to do things together. Tonight 

your wife especially wants to be with you, but she hasn't 

told you this. Following dinner you say: 

HUSBAND: "I have a project to get ready for tomorrow, but 

I won't be late." 

WIFE: "Why won't you ever stay home? You certainly 

don't act like you care about me_ at all." 

HUSBAND: Determined to do something about this constant 

source of frustration pauses to think, and then 

speaks: 
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ROLE PLAY A (WIFE FOmi) 

You and your husband have been married for several years 

Your husband likes his job and is anxious to get ahead. For 

the past year he has been voluntarily spending a great deal 

of extra time at his work. You are becoming more and more 

convinced that he cares more about his job than he cares 

for you. You have told him this many times. He has ex

plained that because his career is important to both of you, 

he must work additional hours if he expects to get promoted. 

His extra hours on the job have left little time for the 

two of you to do things together. Tonight you especially 

want to be with your husband, but before you say anything, 

your husband speaks: 

HUSBAND: "I have a project to get ready for tomorrow," but 

I won't be too late. 

WIFE: "Why won't you ever stay home? You certainly 

don't act like you care about me at all." 

HUSBAND: Determined to do something about this constant 

source of frustration pauses to think, and then 

speaks: 
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ROLE PLAY B (HUSBAND FORM) 

Your wife is very untraditional in that she works, 

does not like to cook, clean, do the ironing, and is in

volved with community events. -You don't mind her working 

but you do expect her to take care of the domestic chores. 

She maintains that the housework is not important and that 

there are too many other important things in life to spend 

her time doing. You really wish she would be more involved 

with the domestic activities. When you state this, she 

typically suggests that you do the things around the house 

if they are important to you. Tonight when you get home, 

things are unusually messy and you say: 

HUSBAND: "Do you think you will ever learn how to keep 

house?" 

WIFE: "I've told you a million times you can't change 

me—I'm just different." 

HUSBAND: Convinced that this continuous source of irrita

tion must stop, speaks: 
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ROLE PLAY B (WIFE FORM) 

You are very untraditional in that you work, do not 

like to cook, clean, do the ironing, and are involved 

with community events. Your husband doesn't mind your 

working but he does expect you to take care of the domestic 

chores. You maintain that the housework is not important 

and that there are too many other important things in life 

to spend your time doing. Your husband really wishes you 

would be more involved with the domestic activities. When 

he states this, you typically suggest that he do the things 

around the house if they are important to him. Tonight 

when he gets home, things are unusually messy and he says: 

HUSBAND: "Do you think you will ever learn how to keep 

house?" 

WIFE: "I've told you a million times you can't change 

me—I'm just different." 

HUSBAND: Convinced that this continuous source of irrita

tion must stop, speaks: 
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REAL LIFE SITUATION PROBLEM SOLVING INSTRUCTIONS 

Facilitator Instructions: 

1. Reinforce the couples for their effort at solving 

the role play situations. 

2. Instruct the couples that you have one other 

problem for them to discuss. 

3. Instruct the couple that the following problem 

area was selected from the Behavior Problem Check

list and represents a problem area which they 

both rated as somewhat of a problem for them in 

their relationship. The couples are to solve this 

problem to the best of their ability using the 

method they normally use to discuss and resolve 

disagreements or problems betwen them. Instruct 

the couples they will have 20 minutes in which to 

discuss and resolve the issue. 

4- Ask the couple to independently answer the two 

questions regarding the solution after they have 

completed the task. 
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BEHAVIOR PROBLEM CHECKLIST 

It is typical for individuals in a relationship to dis

agree in certain areas—their opinions, things about their 

relationship, or even things about each other from time to 

time. Probably you and your partner, like most couples, 

have your disagreements too. You may think that these dis

agreements are no problem at all in your relationship, or 

you may feel that they pose a serious problem—or that they 

fall somewhere in between. For each item below, circle the 

letter which most accurately describes problem disagreements 

in your current marital relationship. Please be as honest 

about your views as you can be. 

A = No problem at all 

B = Slight Problem 

C = Medium Problem 

D = Large Problem 

E = Serious Problem 

A. Personal habits (self and/or partner) 

A B O D E 1. Smoking 

A B O D E 2. Drinking 

A B C D E 3. Cursing 

A B O D E 4. Use of slang and jargon 

A B O D E 5. Sulking, feeling sorry for self 
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A B O D E 6 . D r e s s 

A B O D E 7 . C l e a n l i n e s s 

A B O D E 8 . H a i r 

A B O D E 

A B O D E 

B. Money 

9. Preferences as to how money is spent 

10. Planning ahead about how to spend money 

A B O D E 11. Saving money 

A B O D E 12. Keeping records of money spent 

A B O D E 13. Having enough money 

A B O D E 14. Buying gifts for each other 

A B O D E 15. Keeping informed on money matters 

C. Work/School 

A B O D E 16. Time spent working/on studies 

A B O D E 17. Taking work/studies seriously 

A B O D E 18. Leaving work/studies until last minute 

A B O D E 19. Talking about work/studies 

(Too much - too little) 

D. Sex and Affection (Giving and Receiving) 

A B C D E 20. Level of sexual involvement 

A B O D E 21. Frequency of sexual involvement 

A B O D E 22. Where to be intimate 

A B C D E 23. Stating preferences for sexual activity 

A B O D E 24. Use of birth control 
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A B O D E 25. Type of birth control 

26. Number of children desired in marriage A B O D E 

A B O D E 27. Double standard for sexual involvement 

E. Parents and Relatives (Both sets) 

A B C D E 28. Considering their opinions 

(too much - too little) 

A B O D E 29. Amount of time spent with them 

A B C D E 30. Including them in your activities 

A B O D E 31. Their dislike for your partner 

F. Friends (For both partners) 

A B C D E 32. Considering their opinions 

(too much - too little) 

A B O D E 33. Amount of time spent with them 

A B O D E 34. Their habits 

A B O D E 35. Having friends of opposite sex 

A B O D E 36. Comparison with their qualities 

G. Personality 

A B C D E 37. Outlook on life 

A B O D E 38. Ambition (too much - too little) 

A B O D E 39. Assertiveness (too much - too little) 

A B O D E 4 0 . Temper 

A B O D E 41. Concern for welfare of others 

A B O D E 4 2 . H o n e s t y 
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A B O D E 4 3 . S e n s e of Humor 

A B O D E 4 4 . M o o d i n e s s 

A B O D E 4 5 . F l e x i b i l i t y 

A B O D E 4 6 . J e a l o u s y 

A B O D E 47. Making excuses 

A B C D E 48. Bitchiness (female and male) 

A B O D E 49. Takes responsibility 

H. Social Behavior 

A B O D E 50. Staying together at a party 

A B O D E 51. Paying attention to (flirting with) 

others 

A B O D E 52. Dating others 

A B O D E 53. Possessiveness 

A B O D E 54. Causing embarrassment 

I. Polite Behavior 

A B O D E 55. Giving compliments and praise 

A B O D E 56. Showing respect 

A B O D E 57. Helping others (too much - too little) 

J. Communication 

A B O D E 58. Talking about personal activities 

A B C D E 59. Talking about world events 

A B O D E 60. Talking about future plans 

A B O D E 61. Sharing deep feelings (worries, fears, 

joys) 
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A B O D E 

A B C D E 

A B O D E 66 

A B O D E 

A B O D E 
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62. Expressing negative feelings 

(too much - too little) 

^ ^ "̂  ° ^ ^3- Interrupting conversations 

64. Sarcasm, criticism, put downs 

65. Inclusion in conversations with others 

(friends, boss, etc.) 

Expressing caring and love 

67. Seeking each others advice 

68. Avoiding certain topics of discussion 

A B C D E 69. Bringing up "old fights" 

A B O D E 70. Talking about previous dating partners 

A B C D E 71. Not having anything to talk about 

K. Religion 

A B O D E 72. Worshipping together 

A B O D E 73. Religious beliefs 

A B O D E 74. What church to attend 

A B O D E 75. How often to attend church 

L. General Relationship 

A B C D E 76. Planning little surprises 

A B O D E 77. Giving help and advice (too much -

too little) 

A B O D E 78. Changing plans at last minute 

A B O D E 79. Being on time 

A B C D E 80. Keeping dates - appointments. 
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A B O D E 81. Appropriate female and male behavior 

A B O D E 82. Consideration of feelings 

A B C D E 83. Preferred activities (quiet evening 

versus loud party) 

A B O D E 84. Who makes decisions 

A B C D E 85. Taking relationship for granted 

A B O D E 86. Playing games - being sincere 

A B C D E 87. Acceptance as individuals 

A B O D E 88. Traditional versus modern values 

A B O D E 89. Common interests 

A B O D E 90. Boredom - same old thing 

A B O D E 91. Priorities 

A B O D E 92. Whether to get married 

A B C D E 93. Whether to live together 

A B O D E 94. How to spend vacations/summers 
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MUTUAL PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS: INSTRUCTIONS 

FOR SCORING BEHAVIORAL DATA 

Introduction 

You will score each tape and each partner for the 

following behavioral units: 

1. Involvement in completing the problem solving steps 

Statements which are identified as included in the 

definition of each step. 

2. General communication style. 

a. "I messages" 

b. Summary statements 

c. Open questions 

Involvement in the problem solving steps. Involvement 

is intended to assess how well couples have learned the 

problem solving steps by determining: (a) do they include 

the steps in their interaction about a problem, and (b) how 

involved they get in each step as indicated by the amount 

of interaction that can be classified as a part of the defi

nition of the step. Only steps two through eight will be 

scored. 

General communication style. General communication 

style will be assessed according to the specific skills 

taught in the p-s sessions. Each time the skill is used it 

will be counted irrespective of the steps. 
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Procedures for Coding 
Involvement in p-s Steps 

Each coder will memorize the complete definitions of 

each step as described in "Mutual P-S Skills: Rationale 

Summary and Description of 10 Essential Steps" and elab

orated in subsequent sessions. After the steps are com

pletely memorized and understood, coders can begin scoring 

training tapes. To determine a person's involvement in a 

step, your task is to score whether or not each partner makes 

statements that can be classified as included in the defini

tion of that step. Count the number of statements made by 

the male and female that address the definition of that step. 

For each statemient that meets definitional requirements make 

a check on the scoring sheet which corresponds to the step 

being scored. 

Involvement indicators for Step 2: Explore the problem 

area. A couple is given credit for using this step if 

either partners: 

1. makes statements recognizing the existence of a 

problem, for example something that is bothering 

one or both partners. 

Credit will be given for these: 

- "I think we have a problem with . . . " 

- "We would get along better if . . ." 

- "I do not like it when you . . . " 

- "You are always late" 
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Credit will not be given for these: 

- "We do not have any problem" 

- "You are late sometimes, but it is not a problem" 

(credit would not be given for this statement 

UNLESS they state at a later time that being 

late is something they are going to work on) 

2. makes a statement describing the nature of the 

problem - this could be expressed feeling about the 

problem, or behaviors that contribute to the problem. 

Credit will be given for these: 

- "I feel worried when you . . . " 

- "I would like for you to call me more often" 

- "When you get drunk I am scared" 

- "You do that every time we are together" 

Credit will not be given for these: 

- "I do not have any feelings about that" 

- "It does not make any difference what I think 

anyway" 

3. makes a statement discussing the effects of the 

problem on self or partner and relationship, not 

the effects on someone else. 

Credit will be given for these: 

- "I seem to be emotionally removed from you 

when . . . " 
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- "You always get mad when I . . ." 

- "When you do not keep up with your work I 

get . . . " 

Credit will not be given for these: 

- "When you will not come home with me my parents 

get . . . " 

- "Nothing I do seems to effect you" 

Involvement indicators for Step 3: Define the problem 

in relationship terms. A couple is given credit for using 

this step if either partner makes a "we" type statement 

concerning a shortcoming of the relationship, or states what 

they see as the problem and the other agrees. It is impor

tant that both partners agree that they can benefit from 

the solution. 

Credit will be given for: 

- "It would probably be a good thing if we . . ." 

- "Do you think we would get along better if 

we . . ." 

- "We cannot seem to agree on when to go to 

church" 

Credit will not be given for: 

- Person A: "I want you to go to the church with 

me more often" 

Person B: "Yes, I probably should" 
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- Person A: "We seem to have a problem of " 

Person B: "No that is not really a problem" 

Involvement indicators for Step 4: Identify how each 

person contributes to the problem. in order to receive 

credit for this step each partner must state how he/she 

contributes to the problem (own some responsibility for the 

problem). Clues to this are statements that begin with "I 

say" or "I do." 

Credit will be given for: 

- "I contribute to the problem by . . ." 

- "Maybe it is because I tell you one thing and 

do the opposite" 

- "When I do not answer you we seem to . . ." 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "You never suggest any places to go" 

- "I contribute little to this problem" 

Involvement indicators for Step 5: State the goal. A 

couple gets credit for this step if either partner indicates 

what they want to see happen more often or less often. The 

statement needs to be specific to indicate more or less of a 

behavior—to say or do more. If the goal statement is too 

general to be implemented do not give credit. 

Credit will be given for: 

- "We want to increase the number of times we 

tell . . . " 
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- "We want to criticize each other less often" 

- "We want to be more affectionate with each 

other" 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "We want more love in our relationship" 

- "We want to be happy" 

Involvement indicators for Step 6: Generate alterna

tive solutions. In order to get credit for this step the 

couple must generate at least two alternatives to achieve 

the goal. One person can generate two alternatives or each 

partner can generate one. 

Credit will be given for: 

- "You could smoke only two cigarettes a night 

when we are together" 

- "I could tell . . . " 

- "We could go to church more often together" 

- "I will call you . . . " (accepted only if stated 

tentatively) 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "I am going to stop . . . " 

- "If I do . . . you have to do . . ." 

Involvement indicators for Step 7: Evaluate alternative 

solutions. In order to get credit, either one or both part

ners must evaluate at least one alternative. Evaluation 
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consists of comments regarding: (a) good and/or bad points; 

(b) feasibility, likeability, or appeal; and (c) degree to 

which it accomplishes the goal. 

Credit will be given for: 

-"That would work out well" 

- "Oh yuk" 

- "That will not solve our problem" 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "I am not convinced about the alternative" 

- "I do not know if we can do that or not" 

Involvement indicators for Step 8: Select the best 

solution. In order to receive credit for this step at least 

two specifics (who will do what, when, where and how often) 

must be stated for each partner. Agreement on the solution 

must be implicit—i.e., no overt disagreement; they progress 

through this step. It is acceptable for one partner to say 

it for both partners if they agree. The intent of this step 

is that the couple is clear about what they will be doing to 

implement the solution. 

Credit will be given for: 

- "I will call you once every two days" 

- Partner A: "I would like for you to call me one 

time every two days" 

- Partner B: "OK I will do that" 
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Credit will be given for: 

- "I maintain the problem by . . ." 

- "I leave my things on the floor" 

- "It hurts" 

- "I get angry when you leave things around" (a 

feeling statement followed by a descriptive 

"you message" will be counted as an "I message") 

- "I like that" 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "I feel that you . . . " 

- "I feel that it . . ." 

- "I get angry when you are sloppy" (a feeling 

statement followed by an evaluative "you state

ment" will not count) 

- "I would like to know more about how you feel" 

Summary statements. The intent here is to score for 

frequency of summary statements, and not for their ability 

to reflect deep level feelings. As above, you will count 

the summary statements from beginning to end of the tape. 

A summary statement constitutes repeating information stated 

by one's partner—adding no new information, need not be 

complete, of high quality or accurate to be acceptable. 

Credit will be given for: 

- "You feel that . . . " 
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- "That really hurts you" (a good reflection that 

labels the feelings but does not necessarily 

repeat content) 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "Are you saying . . . (Summary statement)?" 

Open questions. The use of open questions will be 

counted from beginning to end of tape. At this time we are 

not as concerned with whether the question is direct or in

direct. The criteria you should use in evaluating a ques

tion is whether it can be answered with yes or no or other 

specific requested information. If it can, do not give them 

credit for an open question. 

Credit will be given for: 

- "I would like to know more about your feelings" 

- "What do you think about that?" 

- "I wonder what that does to you?" 

- "I am interested in your feelings on this issue" 

- "You might tell me how you feel about that" 

Credit will not be given for: 

- "I wonder if you like that or not" 

- "You do not like it when I do that, do you" 

- "You do not really want to leave me, do you? 
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MARITAL PROBLEM SOLUTION SCALE 

Please answer the following two questions regarding the 

disagreement or problem which you and your spouse have just 

discussed. Place a check in one of the spaces below which 

most closely reflects your own personal belief. 

1. In regard to the problem you just discussed, how satis

fied are you with the solution which you and your spouse 

agreed to? 

•H 

Ii ^ 

^ -H 

Q CO 

^ u 
0) (U 

> > 

2. How effective do you believe the solution which you have 

arrived at will be in solving the problem which you have 

just discussed? 

> 
•H 
-P 
O 
0) 
4-) 

u d) 
0) c 
> H 

> 1 

u Z) 
> 

Q) 
> 

• H 

-P 
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OJ 
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•4-( 
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PROBLEM SOLVING IN OUR RELATIONSHIP 

The following items refer to the current level of prob

lem solving with your spouse in your marriage. Please com

plete the items as they refer to your relationship with your 

spouse. Please remember there are no right or wrong answers. 

We only want your personal opinion on how you see the problem 

solving in your relationship. 

If you feel the concept is very closely related to one 

end of the scale, place an X as follows: 

Fair X : Unfair 

If you feel the concept is equally true or untrue, mark 

as follows: 

Fair : X : Unfair 

Please place your mark in the middle of the spaces, not 

on the boundaries. 

Shallow 

Motivated 

Skillful 

Wet 

Ineffective 

Infrequent 

Flexible 

Deliberate 

Rewarding 

Diffused 

Deep 

Aimless 

Inept 

Dry 

Effective 

Frequent 

Rigid 

Impulsive 

Unrewarding 

Concise 
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DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE 

Most parsons have disagreeaients in their ralizicnships. Please -ndicaca 

below the approximate extent of agreement or disagrsament aerween you and /our 

partner far each item on the following l:.st. 

Alaost 3cca- Tre- Alaost 
Always Always sicnalli' quenrlv Always Alvay; 
Agree Agree ^ijacree 3i5acrse rijagrae 3ijag: 

1. 'dandling fainily finances _^.^__ 

2. >lattBr3 of recreation 

3. Religious matters ____̂ __ 

4. demonstration of 

affection __^__^ ^ ^ ^ ^ _____ 

5. rriands ________ _______̂  _^___ _^___ 

5. Sex relations 

7. Canventionalitv (correct 

or proper behavior} ______ 

0. Philosophy of Ilia 

?. Ways of dealing with 

parents or m-laws 

LO. Aims, goals, and thir.gs 

believed ijioortant 

11- Amount of tine 

spent cogether 

12. Maucing .-najor decisions 

13. Household tasks 

1-J. Leisure ti.-ae i.̂ tarests 

and activities 

15. Career decisions 
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More 
Ail Most of Often Ccca-

the time the -i.T.e than got sionall-/ Raralv ^̂ ev9r 

16. How often do you discuss 

or have you considered 

divorce, separation, or 

terminating your rela

tionship? 

17. Eow often do you or your 

mate leave the house 

after a fight? 

13. In general, how often do 

you thmJc that things 

between you and your 

partner are going well? 

13. Co you confide i.i your 

mate? 

20. Do you aver regret 

that you .tiarried? 

(or lived together?) 

21. Sow often do you and 

your partner quaurral? 

22. How often do you and 

your JTiate "gee on each 

other's r.erves?" 
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Almost Occa-
Sver/ Day Zvsry jav sianally Rarely Mavar 

23. Do you l<iss vour mate? 

All of Most of Some of 7ery few None of 
*̂ -̂ em t.hem -zhem of -hem zr.era 

24. Do you and your mate 

engage in outside 

interest together? 

Hew often would you say the following events ^ccur between you and -•our .tate? 

-ass tnan ::nca :r 
Onca a twice a twice a Cnoa a y.ora 

>Jever Ticnt.': montn twioa a iav oftan 

25. Have a stimulating 

exchange of ideas 

2 a. Laugh together 

27. Calmly discuss somethi.-ig 

23. Work toge-cner on a 

oro-'ect 

These are some t.hmgs about whic.i couples sometimes agrae a.-.d 3cmeti.T.e iisagrae. 

I.idicate if aither itam oelow oausad diffarsncas zz opinions or wera troolanis i.t 

your relationship duri.ig the past faw weejcs. ,Chec.>c yas zr nc i 

Yes No 

29. Being too tired for sex. 

30. Mot snowing Icve. 
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31. The dots on the following line represent diffarsnt degrees of happiness 

in your relationship. The middle point, "happy," represents the iagraa of 

happiness in most relationships. Please circla t.he dot which best describes 

t-he degree of happiness, all thi.tgs considered, of your ralacionship. 

Extremely Fairly A _ittla Vary Extramaly 

Unhappy vJ.ihappy 'Jnhappy Happy Happy Happy Perfact. 

32. Which of the following statements best describes r.ow you feel about the 

future of your relationship? 

: want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go 

to almost any lengtr. to see t-iat it does. 

I want very much for my ralationship to succeed, and will to a.l : 
pan to see t-hat it dees. 

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will ic r.y fair 

share to see t.-.at it does. 

It would be r.ice if my relationship succeeded, but I -an' t do rtucn 

more t.han 2 am dcmg r.cw to r.elp it succeed. 

It would be nice if it succeeded, but I raf-ise to do ar.v -.era than : 

am doing now to keep t.-ie relationship going. 

My relationship can never succeed, and thera is -o mora that : can 

do to keep t.he relationship ^oing. 
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INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP SCALE 

This is a questionnaire to determine the attitudes and 

feelings you have in your relationship with your partner. 

We are interested in the relationship as it is, not the way 

you think it should be. Please answer the statements by 

giving as true a picture of your own feelings and beliefs 

as possible. Be sure to read each item carefully and show 

your beliefs by marking an X through the appropriate answer 

for each question. 

If you strongly agree (SA) with an item, that is you 

feel it is very true of your relationship, place an X through 

SA. If you think an item is generally more true than untrue, 

place an X through MA (mildly agree). If you feel the item 

is about equally true and untrue, place an X through N 

(Neutral). If you mildly disagree (MD) with the item, place 

an X through MD. If you strongly disagree (SD) with an item 

—that is, you feel it is very untrue of your relationship— 

place an X through SD. 

Strongly Agree (SA) 

Mildly Agree (MA) 

Neutral (N) 

Mildly Disagree (MD) 

Strongly Disagree (SD) 

Your answers will be held in strictest confidence. 
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1. When serious disagreements arise 

between us, I respect my 

partner's position. 

2. I feel comfortable expressing 

almost anything to my partner. 

3. In our relationship, I feel I 

am able to expose my weaknesses. 

4. In our relationship, I'm cautious 

and play it safe. 

5. I can express deep, strong 

feelings to my partner. 

6. I can accpet my partner even 

when we disagree. 

7. I believe most things my 

partner says. 

8. I would like my partner to be 

with me when I receive bad news. 

9. I would like my partner to be 

with me when I'm lonely. 

10. I seek my partner's attention when 

I'm facing troubles. 

11. I feel comfortable when I'm 

alone with my partner. 

12. I'm afraid of making mistakes 

with my partner. 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA r^ N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 
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13. I feel relaxed when we are 

together. SA MA N MD SD 

14. I am afraid my partner will 

hurt my feelings. SA MA N MD SD 

15. I face my life with my partner 

with confidence. SA MA N MD SD 

16. I share and discuss my problems 

with my partner. SA MA N MD SD 

17. I understand my partner and 

sympathize with his/her feelings. SA MA N MD SD 

18. I listen carefully to my partner 

and help him/her solve problems. SA MA N MD SD 

19. I feel my partner misinterprets 

what I say. SA MA N MD SD 

20. My partner would tell a lie if 

he/she could gain by it. SA MA N MD SD 

21. In our relationship, I am occa

sionally distrustful and expect 

to be exploited. SA MA N MD SD 

22. I get a lot of sympathy and under

standing from my partner. SA MA N MD SD 

23. There are times when my partner 

cannot be trusted. SA ^'iA N MD SD 

24. We are very close to each other. SA MA N MD SD 
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25. My partner doesn't really 

understand me. 

26. I'm better off if i don't 

trust my partner too much. 

27. I do not show deep emotions to 

my partner. 

28. It is hard for me to act natural 

when I'm with my partner. 

29. My partner is honest mainly 

because of a fear of being caught. 

30. My partner pretends to care more 

about me than he/she really does. 

31. My way of doing things is apt to 

be misunderstood by my partner. 

32. I wonder how much my partner 

really cares about me. 

33. I sometimes wonder what hidden 

reason my partner has for doing 

something nice for me. 

34. It is hard for me to tell my 

partner about myself. 

35. I sometimes stay away from my 

partner because I fear doing or 

saying something I might regret 

afterwards. 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 

SA MA N MD SD 
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36. My partner can be relied on to 

keep his/her promises. SA IvIA N MD SD 

37. The advice my partner gives cannot 

be regarded as being trustworthy. SA MA N MD SD 

38. I don't believe my partner would 

cheat on me even if he/she were 

able to get away with it. SA MA N MD SD 

39. My partner can be counted on to do 

what he/she says he/she will do. SA MA N MD SD 

40. My partner treats me fairly and 

justly. SA MA N MD SD 

41. My partner is likely to say what 

he/she really believes, rather than 

what he/she thinks I want to hear. SA MA N MD SD 

42. It is safe to believe that my 

partner is interested in my welfare. SA MA N MD SD 

43. My partner is truly sincere in 

his/her promises. SA MA N MD SD 

44. There is no simple way of deciding 

if my partner is telling the truth. SA MA N MD SD 

45. Even though my partner provides 

me with many reports and stories, 

is hard to get an objective 

account of things. SA lAA N MD SD 
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46. In our relationship, I have to 

be alert or my partner is likely 

to take advantage of me. SA MA N MD SD 

47. My partner is sincere and practices 

what he/she preaches. SA MA N MD SD 

48. My partner really cares what 

happens to me. SA MA N MD SD 

49. I talk with my partner about why 

certain people dislike me. SA MA N MD SD 

50. I discuss with my partner the 

things I worry about when I'm with 

a person of the opposite sex. SA MA N MD SD 

51. I tell my partner some things of 

which I am very ashamed. SA MA N MD SD 

52. I touch my partner when I feel 

warmly toward him/her. SA MA N MD SD 
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THE ADULT NOWICKI-STRICKLAND INTERNAL-EXTERNAL 

CONTROL SCALE (ANS-IE) 

Below are a number of statements about various topics. 

There is no right or wrong answers to this questionnaire. 

Please circle yes if you agree with the statement and no if 

you disagree with each of the following statements. 

Yes No 1. Do you believe that most problems will solve 

themselves if you just don't fool with them? 

Yes No 2. Do you believe that you can stop yourself 

from catching a cold? 

Yes No 3. Are some people just born lucky? 

Yes No 4. Most of the time do you feel that getting 

good grades meant a great deal to you? 

Yes No 5. Are you often blam.ed for things that just 

aren't your fault? 

Yes No 6. Do you believe that if somebody studies hard 

enough he or she can pass any subject? 

Yes No 7. Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't 

pay to try hard because things never turn out 

right anyway? 

Yes No 8. Do you feel that if things start out well in 

the morning that it's going to be a good day 

no matter what you do? 
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Yes No 9. Do you feel that most of the time parents 

listen to what their children have to say? 

Yes No 10. Do you believe that wishing can make good 

things happen? 

Yes No 11. When you get punished does it usually seem 

its for no good reason at all? 

Yes No 12. Most of the time do you find it hard to change 

a friend's (mind) opinion? 

Yes No 13. Do you think that cheering more than luck 

helps a team to win? 

Yes No 14. Did you feel that it was nearly impossible to 

change your parent's mind about anything? 

Yes No 15. Do you believe that parents should allow 

children to make most of their own decisions? 

Yes No 16. Do you feel that when you do something wrong 

there's very little you can do to make it 

right? 

Yes No 17. Do you believe that most people are just born 

good at sports? 

Yes No 18. Are most of the other people your age 

stronger than you are? 

Yes No 19. Do you feel that one of the best ways.to 

handle most problems is just not to think 

about them? 
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Yes No 20. Do you feel +->,=+. ,,̂  u T ^ r̂ i. • 
^ j.fcie± that you have a lot of choice 

in deciding whom your friends are? 

Yes No 21. If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe 

that it might bring you good luck? 

Yes No 22. Did you often feel that whether or not you 

did your homework had much to do with what 

kind of grades you got? 

Yes No 23. Do you feel that when a person your age is 

angry at you, there's little you can do to 

stop him or her? 

Yes No 24. Have you ever had a good luck charm? 

Yes No 25. Do you believe that whether or not people 

like you depends on how you act? 

Yes No 26. Did your parents usually help you if you 

asked them to? 

Yes No 27. Have you felt that when people were angry 

with you it was usually for no reason at all? 

Yes No 28. Most of the time, do you feel that you can 

change what might happen tomorrow by what 

you do today? 

Yes No 29. Do you believe that when bad things are going 

to happen they just are going to happen no 

matter what you try to do to stop them? 

Yes No 30. Do you think that people can get their own 

way if they just keep trying? 
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Yes No 31. Most of the time do you find it useless to 

try to get your own way at home? 

Yes No 32. Do you feel that when good things happen 

they happen because of hard work? 

Yes No 33. Do you feel that when somebody your age wants 

to be your enemy there's little you can do to 

change matters? 

Yes No 34. Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to 

do what you want them to do? 

Yes No 35. Do you usually feel that you have little to 

say about what you get to eat at home? 

Yes No 36. Do you feel that when someone doesn't like 

you there's little you can do about it? 

Yes No 37. Did you usually feel that it was almost use

less to try in school because most other 

children were just plain smarter than you are? 

Yes No 38. Are you the kind of person who believes that 

planning ahead makes things turn out better? 

Yes No 39. Most of the time, do you feel that you have 

little to say about what your family decides 

to do? 

Yes No 40. Do you think it's better to be smart than to 

be lucky? 
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Table 9 

Pretest-Posttest Dependent t-tests for Locus 
of Control by Treatment Groups 

Group t- values 

Internal Group 
(N=16) .27 

External Group 
(N=10) 1.27 

Mixed Group 
(N=14) 1.13 
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