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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In the year of 1981, the United States set record highs 

for the number of marriages (2,438,000) and record highs 

for the number of divorces (1,219,000). The annual total 

of divorces has risen every year since 1972, when the 

total was only about one-third of the present number 

(Monthly Vital Statistics Reports, 1982). These provi­

sional statistics of annual totals show that one divorce 

occurred for every two marriages in 1982. Approximately 

40% of divorces awarded in 1978 were to couples who had been 

married for less than 4 years (Vital Statistics Reports, 

1978). This percentage decreases to 18% for those married 

between 5 and 9 years and continues to decrease for every 

5-year range until only 2.8% of the divorces awarded in 

1978 were to couples married longer than 30 years. 

Despite the fact that the divorce statistics among 

the early marrieds are higher than any other category, 

counselors and educator's report that premarital couples 

seem unaware of these statistics and maintain an ideali­

stic view of the marriage relationship (Goode, 1959; 

K~phart, 1966; Schulman, 1974; Walster and Walster, 1978). 

Given that premarital couples are idealistic about their 
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relationship, and that statistics verify that the largest 

percentage of divorces occur in the first few years of 

marriage, then some interesting questions must be raised. 

Something happens very quickly to couples that moves them 

from an idealistic view of marriage to divorce within a 

short period of time. These numbers suggest that the 

problems of beginning the marriage relationship are so 

difficult that many people in our society cannot satis-

factorily cope and that many couples are not properly 

prepared for the adjustments of marriage. 

Research literature identifies the problem of romanti-

cism and idealization as major factors contributing to the 

lack of preparedness for marriage. This problem has been 

a topic of study for many years by family sociologists 

and marriage educators (e.g., Beigel, 1951; Burgess, 1926; 

Goode, 1959; Kephart, 1966; Kolb, 1950; Mowrer, 1939; and, 

Wallin, 1952). Waller (1938) defines idealization as: 

the process of building up a complete 
picture of another person in one's own 
imagination, a picture for which sensory 
data are absent or to which they are 
definitly contradictory. One builds up 
an almost completely unreal picture of a 
person and vainly imagines to be like that 
person, but in fact the only thing in the 
picture is the emotion which one feels 
toward it (p. 200). 

Emphasizing the unreality of the idealization process, 

Pollis (1969) states that these idealized conceptions, if 

extreme, are caused primarily by suppressions or repression 

of "known truths" being replaced by "more enabling sensory 

elements." Work in this area is justified owing to the 



problem of engaged couples' fantasizing about love and 

marriage and therefore seeing their intended mates 

unrealistically. This in turn leads to disillusion­

ment when the truth is revealed in marriage (Dean, 1962; 

Hobart, 1958; Pineo, 1963; Winch, 1952). 

Statement of the Problem 

fY I Research supports the insight that idealization is 

1~" / a widespread phenomenon that leads to basic problems such 

1 
\ as lack of preparedness for the marriage relationship. 

There is a genuine need for educational and research 

efforts to help develop an increased preparedness for 

3 

marriage. Schumm and Denton (1979) state in their litera-

ture review on premarital counseling that the major need 

is interpreting the specific dynamics of the premarital 

relationship among different groups in a way that is 

helpful in designing premarital preparation programs. 

Therefore, there is a need to more fully investi-

gate the idealization process that occurs in engaged 

couples. Some of the specifics of this process need to 

be assessed such as; how accurately couples are able to 

describe their relationship; and, how well couples know 

their partners' attitudes and feelings on marital issues. 

The goal for research in this area is to identify some 

topics that may help educators set up more effective 

marriage-preparation programs. 
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Research Goals and Purposes 

The general purposes of this study are to: (1) assess 

individual and couple awareness of their relationship's 

strengths and weaknesses as measured by an objective 

premarital inventory; and (2) better understand the 

relationship between ability to predict inventory scores 

and marriage preparation. 

More specifically, the study will set out to determine 

how accurately engaged couples can predict scores on a 
-·-------- .. ____ :_~-------- -~---· 

structured premarital inventory for theirl~elves, their 
..-.~-"' •--• .,,.,.._.,w•-··-------~--

\ .. x~ , 
partner, and for their reI~tionship. This perceptual 
(-- ----- ---~ .. -------

----------,-----.v~,,,,,,.,. ••••·•••._.......----·~--•~ • 

accuracy will be related to idealism by examining the. 

relationship of the predicted scores to the actual scaP~ 
··~;;..- --------··-- .. -~-

'.,J~l(. If the prediction score is higher than the actual score, 

~~ .J / then the level of idealism will be viewed as higher. If 

\~ \'\ the prediction score is lower than the actual score then 

the level of idealism is lower. The relationship of the 

\actual and predicted score creates an accuracy of predic­

~ion score. The prediction scores are generated from 

the Couple Prediction Form (Appendix A) designed for this 

project and PREPARE (The Premarital Personal and Relation-

ship Evaluation, Appendix B) is the premarital inventory 

used. Both of these will be described in detail in 

Chapter III. An attempt will be made to identify certain 

types of ocuples as well as different stages of relation-

ships and levels of idealism for each. A variety of back-

ground characteristics such as age, sex, length of time 



until wedding, parents' marit.aJ s.tatus ,. and length . .of 

time the couple have known-each other w:LIT be related 
··-----------·--- -··-· ···-;7 

to prediction scores.: These factors encompass the main 

areas that many premarital programs deal with and are 

areas of concern for counselors and educators in pre-

paring effective premarital programs. 

Questions to be Answered 

Given the stated purposes of this study, the 

following questions will be addressed by the methodo-

logical procedures outlined in Chapter III: 

1. Will respondents tend to score higher 
on Prediction Scores than Actual 
Percentile Scores on a Premarital 
Inventory? 

2. Will older persons demonstrate a higher 
ability to predict Actual Percentile 
Scores on a premarital inventory? 

3. Will persons who have known each other 
longer have higher Accuracy of Pre­
diction Scores than couples who have 
known each other for a shorter time? 

4. Will persons who are closer to the 
marriage ceremony tend to score lower 
on Accuracy of Prediction Scores than 
those who have more time to prepare 
for their marriage? 

5. Will engaged males tend to score lower 
on Accuracy of Prediction than engaged 
females? 

6. Will persons with high Idealistic Distor­
tion Scores on the PREPARE Inventory 
tend to have lower Accuracy of Predictions 
than those with lower Idealistic Distor­
tion Scores? 

7. Will persons with low Realistic Expecta­
tion Scores on the PREPARE Inventory have 
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lower Accuracy of Prediction than 
those with high Realistic Expectation 
Scores? 

Conceptual Definitions 

The following are definitions for key concepts 

utilized in this study: 

6 

Premarital Couple. A man and a woman who are engaged 

to be married. 

Idealization. Process of establishing an unreali-

stic assessment of the character and personality traits 

of a loved one in one's imagination (Waller, 1938; Folsom, 

1965). 

Accuracy of Prediction. The ability to predict 

actual scores for self, partner, and couple on a structured 

premarital inventory. 

PREPARE Inventory. The PREPARE Inventory has 12 

categories related to marriage. Each has 10 items that 

produce raw scores converted to Individual Percentile Scores. 

Percentile scores reflect individual adjustment in each 

category. Other couple scores include estimates of agree-

ment and disagreement. The 12 conceptual areas with a 

brief description are as follows: 

Realistic Expectation. This scale assures realistic 

attitudes about the common cMallenges associated with 



marriage. High scorers are aware of common myths about 

marriage and are realistic about what to expect from 

marriage (Olson, Fournier, and Druckman, 1979/1982). 

Personality Issues. This scale assesses percep­

tions of partner, general approval of partner's 

behavior, and adjustment to personality characteristics. 

High scorers perceive their partner as having few nega­

tive personality traits (Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Equalitarian Roles. This scale assesses the willing­

ness to share roles and to regard husbands and wives as 

equal partners in the relationship. High scorers report 

a desire to share tasks and to have equal power to deci­

sions and responsibilities (Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Communication. This scale assesses an awareness of 

constructive communication skills and an ability to satis­

factorily use these skills. High scorers typically report 

that it is easy to talk to their partners (Olson et al., 

1979/1982). 

Conflict Resolution. This scale assesses the couple's 

orientation toward resolving conflicts in their relation­

ship. High scorers tend to confront problems directly 

rather that allowing conflicts to remain unresolved 

(Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

7 



8 

Financial Management. This scale assesses realistic 

plans and attitudes about finances and satisfaction with 

current financial decisions. High scorers plan to keep 

records, adjust financial decisions according to resources, 

and have overall financial goals (Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Leisure Activities. This scale assesses the flexi­

bility between partners about leisure interests and satis­

faction with current lifestyle preferences. High scorers 

tend to be involved in both individual and mutual interests 

(Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Sexual Relationship. This scale assesses the atti­

tudes and feelings regarding marital sexuality and affection. 

High scorers are willing to discuss sexual issues and are 

satisfied with their decisions about sexuality and family 

planning (Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Children and Marriage. This scale assesses attitudes 

and feelings about having children and a realistic percep­

tion of parental roles. High scorers agree on child-rearing 

responsibilities and realize the impact of children on 

marriage (Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Family and Friends.' This scale assesses relationships 

with parents, in-laws, and friends. High scorers tend to 

have many mutual friends and families who are supportive 

of each partner and their decision to marry (Olson et al., 

1979/1982). 



Religious Orientation. This scale assesses the 

acceptance of traditional beliefs and practices and also 

a commitment to religious values. Persons who regard 

religion as a personal decision or question traditional 

religious beliefs often score low to moderately low 

(Olson, Fournier, and Druckman, 1979/1982). 
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Idealistic Distortion. This scale identifies persons 

who are describing their relationship in an unrealistically 

positive way. High scorers are idealistic and probably 

distorted many answers while taking PREPARE (Olson, Fournier, 

and Druckman, 1979/1982). 

Couple Prediction Form 

The Couple Prediction Form enables persons to predict 

their own, their partners', and their couple scores in each 

area assessed by the PREPARE Inventory. 

Outline of the Thesis 

The previous sections were intended to define the 

primary problem to be addressed, purposes, anticipated 

outcomes, and to summarize the conceptual issues related to 

idealism in engaged couples. A more complete review of 

the literature will be the primary goal of Chapter II. 

The major research topics reviewed will be idealization 

and its effect on premarital couples. More specifically 

the areas covered are: idealization levels according to 

levels of involvement, idealization and its effect on 



marital adjustment, and conventionalizaton versus ideali­

zation. Following this Chapter III will describe the 

causal-comparative methodology and the procedures used in 

administering the two instruments and processing the data 

obtained. 

Chapter IV will include the findings as they relate 

to each hypothesis which will involve descriptive infor­

mation of the subjects and its relationship to their 

accuracy of prediction. Chapter V will summarize and 

draw conclusions and-recommendations from the findings. 

10 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In reviewing the literature relating to this study, 

only a small amount of published work was found in the area 

of idealization as it relates specifically to engaged 

couples. In most published studies the terms idealism 

and romanticism are used almost interchangeably. The defi­

nition of idealization used in this study is Waller's 

(1938) description that was given in Chapter I. Romanti­

cism is defined by Winch (1952, p. 213) as: "a relation­

ship ... in which the affective component is regarded 

as primary, and all other considerations ... are excluded 

from conscious reflections." Both of these definitions 

describe a concept in which an unreal view is held by one 

person concerning another because of emotional involvement. 

The term idealization used in this study therefore encom­

passes both of the definitions as they are used in the 

literature. 

The main item in this review is the idealizaton 

process and is broken down into three areas of concern: 

1. Idealization in relation to level of involvement. 

2. Idealization in relation to marital adjustment. 

3. Other studies on idealism. 

11 
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Level of Involvement 

Studies that have been done on romanticism and 

idealism deal with the following areas: the cyclic 

movement of romanticism in different levels of courtship, 

romantic distortions in the youth cultures, opinions of 

marital roles and dating involvement, and patterns of 

idealization. 

A study by Hobart (1960) deals with stages of court-

ship and marriage and the attitude changes occurring in 

these relationships. Hobart hypothesized that there is 

a cyclic movement in the romanticism of persons in different 

levels of involvement in relationships. Those beginning 

in courtship and those already married were thought to 
, 

be least romantic where those in advanced courtship or 

engagement would be most romantic. His second hypothesis 

deals with the change in marital-role opinions of people 

who are in different involvement levels of a relationship. 

He hypothesized that the change in marital-role opinions 

would reveal that new relationships and marital relation-

ships will be more similar than engagement relationships. 

This second hypothesis predicts that engaged couples will 

have romantically distorted attitudes. 

Hobart's study was a longitudinal study which helped 

validate questions raised in some previous similar 

cross-sectional research to have identical background 

characteristics for the different tests. In longitudinal 

studies the same subjects are tested each time. In the 
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final analysis, even though subjects were few, the data 

suggest an increase in romanticism from casual courtship 

to advanced courtship. The study shows that when persons 

leave college they tend to decrease in romanticism unless 

they change from casual to advanced courtship, for men, 

or move from casual to advanced courtship and/or marriage, 

for the women. The second hypothesis, however, did not 

hold true. It was shown that marriage-role opinions do 

change differentially at different stages of courtship. 

The pattern of changes shows more change between casual 
/ 

and marriage than advanced courtship and marriage. There-

fore, this study lacks evidence that would show romantic 

distortion in advanced courtships. This is contradictory 

to an earlier study by Hobart (1958) in which romantic 

·distortion in advanced relationships was suggested. 

The 1958 study by Hobart had four basic hypotheses: 

(1) marital-role opinions will change at different levels 

of the relationship; (2) marital-role opinions of adoles-

cents in premarital relationships will tend to have unre-

alistic distortions; (3) there is a cyclic movement in 

marital-role opinions. The opinions of those persons in 

the early stages of a relationship and those at the end 

of courtship are closer together than those in the "going 

steady" group; and, (4) the closer persons are to a "going 

steady" relationship, the more alike are the marital-role 

opinions of males and females. The first two hypotheses 

were confirmed by the results. For the third hypothesis, 
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one test for males confirmed the hypothesis and one denied 

it. For females the engaged group was more divergent in 

marital-role opinions and therefore showed romantic distor­

tion in the area. The fourth hypothesis was contradicted. 

The engagement status rather than the going-steady stage 

saw more homogeneity of male and female opinions, which 

once again suggests romantic distortion. 

The difference in some of the results of these two 

studies shows the importance of further research in the 

area of romantic distortions in engaged couples. Other 

important works~in this area are those of Waller (1938) 

and some retests of his work by others. 

In Waller's (1938) original work on the family he 

states that a great deal of dating behavior is the process 

of idealization. His definition of idealization that 

was stated in Chapter I reveals the basis for his questions 

concerning the possibility of distortion of dating couples' 

perceptions. Waller held that there was a tendency for 

idealization to increase as the relationship evolves into 

a higher level of involvement. In a test of Waller's 

hypothesis by Pollis (1969) the hypotheses were not 

substantiated. The opposite actually happened where 

idealization was greater in the casual relationships than 

in either the moderate or serious stages. 

Marital Adju~tment 

One of the major reasons for testing idealism and 
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romanticism in courtships is the disillusionment that 

would logically occur in the marriage relationship as a 

consequence of the idealism. The first person to discuss 

this in depth was Burgess (1926) in his paper "Romantic 

Impulse and Family Disorganizaton." He felt that the 

negative results in marriage were caused by stressing love 

and love alone as a basis for marriage. Waller, as has 

been mentioned before, also saw the process of ideali­

zation as a hindrence to persons' realistic understanding 

of their partners.- _Waller felt that Americans especially 

were conditioned to idealize. Much of this early writing 

seemed to be speculative in that no real scientific data 

were produced. 

In 1958, Hobart presented a paper attempting to 

evaluate data concerning the subject of disillusionment 

in marriage due to romanticism. The study used disagree­

ment scores and disagreement estimate scores. Disagree­

ment scores are derived from the comparison of husband 

and wife responses to items dealing with marital-role 

opinions. The disagreement estimate scores are derived 

scores from comparing responses of, for example, the male's 

own answers with answers he predicts for his wife. Disil­

lusionment was operationally defined as a statistically 

significant change in the pattern of disagreement (D) and 

disagreement estimate (DE) scores. The pattern that would 

define disillusionment would be where D scores decline but 

DE scores are the same or the D scores remain the same and 
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the DE scores increase as the couple move from engagement 

to marriage. The findings show that for both males and 

females there was a statistically significant difference 

between D and DE scores from engagement to marriage. The 

findings showed that disillusionment is strongest in the 

move from engagement to marriage than for any other court-

ship relationship, but findings are more pronounced for 

male than for female subjects. From this study Hobart 

concludes that: 

The demonstration of such prevalent disil­
lusionment suggests the existence of important 
unrealism generating influences in the court­
ship process. The widespread emphasis on 
romanticism in the American culture-~the 
so-called romantic cult--which appears to 
be particularly associated with advanced 
courtship may be in effect preparing engaged 
couples for inevitable disillusionment in 
marriage (p. 160). 

Another viewpoint in the literature concerns the 

effects of romanticism and idealization. Kolb (1950) 

states that there are fundamental values in our family 

system such as the families obligation to encourage 

personal freedom in human relationships. He suggests 

these values are attacked by attacking romantic love. 

Spanier's (1974) study "Romanticism and Marital Adjust-

ment:, looked at two opposing hypotheses. One suggests 

romanticism as functional in society and the other as 

disfunctional. In using the Dean Romanticism Scale and 

the Lock-Wallace Adjustment Scale he found no significant 

relationship among the variables. Therefore, this study 

3u~gested that romanticism does not appear harmful to 



marriage relationships or to the general society. 

Other Studies in Idealism 

When testing idealism one factor that must be dealt 

with is conventionalization and its relationship to 

idealism. Edmonds (1967, p. 682) defines conventional­

ization as "the extent to which a person distorts the 

appraisal of his marriage in the direction of social 

desirability~ when answering questions on a test or 

survey. Since the study of the idealization process 

requires the use of self-report tests, it is important to 

control for conventionalization. If conventionalization 

is not controlled the test results for those persons 

who give "socially desirable" answers usually indicate 

higher adjustment scores and are therefore encouraged to 

marry. In short, the test systems which are made up to 

screen out relationships that might end in disillusion­

ment actually serve to foster those marriages when con­

ventionalization is not assessed (Schulman, 1971). 

17 

The review of literature reveals that the concepts of 

idealization and romanticism have been much discussed in 

general throughout the years. Both terms seem to stand 

for the idea of an unreal picture that one person has for 

another because of the emotional involvement. Literature 

specifically dealing with the ramifications of premarital 

idealism in engaged couples, however, is sparse and unclear 

as to definite conclusions that can be drawn from the 



research. This study will attempt to clarify the level 

of idealism in engaged couples preparing for marriage. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Type of Research 

The primary purpose of this project is to measure 

idealism by assessing couples' ability to predict scores 

on the PREPARE Inventory and to relate prediction accuracy 

with background variables and PREPARE scale scores. Since 

the project is descriptive rather than experimental> the 

causal-comparative research methodology is used. Kerlinger 

(1964) states that most important social scientific and 

educational research cannot be tested experimentally. 

However> most do lend themselves to controlled causal-com­

parative inquiry and that this type of research methodology 

becomes more important in the social sciences than true 

experimental research. 

The causal-comparative methodology looks at patterns 

of relationships among variables. The outcome scores for 

this study will be results obtained from the instruments. 

The research process will be to identify patterns of scores 

on the dependent variables and searching through inde­

pendent variables for plausible influencing factors. The 

generalization of the results will be limited to similar 
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couples at this time owing to a nonrandom sampling. 

Selection of Sample 

The sample was collected from two different groups 

of premarital couples. The total sample consisted of 76 

couples or 152 persons. The first group, 49 couples, 

came from a marriage-preparation program within a major 

city in Oklahoma. Each couple involved was required to 

experience a two-Saturday premarital seminar prior to 

marriage. This seminar includes sessions on finances, 

family planning, spirituality, communications, sexuality, 

and the administration of the PREPARE Inventory. Church 

and community professionals lead each of these sessions. 

The second group consisted of 27 couples. This group 

was involved in a similar premarital program held in a 

smaller Oklahoma city. These programs both included the 

administration of the PREPARE Inventory as part of the 

seminar. Although the groups were from different loca­

tions, the background characteristics of these were very 

similar. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

In both sample groups, the Couple Prediction Form and 

PREPARE were administered during the first day of the 

program. PREPARE is computer processed and usually 

required one week before the results can be returned. 

Since each seminar was either the first and third or 



second and fourth Saturday of the month, plenty of time 

was allowed for processing. During the administration 

of the Inventory and the Prediction Form, partners from 

each couple were asked to sit at different locations of 

the room to reduce collaboration on answering the Inven­

tory items. After thorough explanations of the instruc­

tions for both instruments, couples were asked to fill 

out the Couple Prediction Form. Upon its completion, 

each person was asked to respond to all 125 statements 

on the PREPARE Inventory and to the 19 Background Infor­

mation Questions on the front page of the PREPARE answer 

sheets. The names of the persons were never used on 

either of these forms. An identification number was 

used so that those administering the Inventory can 

properly process the instrument and maintain confi­

dentiality. Both the Couple Prediction Form and PREPARE 

were collected after each person was finished. The 

Couple Prediction Forms were hand tallied and passed back 

to each couple before they left the first session. This 

was done to give the couples some basis for discussion 

during the weeks before the next session. The PREPARE 

Inventory was processed and the results were handed back 

to each couple during the second session. 

Instruments 

The ins~ruments used for this study were the PREPARE 

Inventory and the Couple Prediciton Form. PREPARE is 

21 
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a premarital inventory established in its final form 

in 1979 (Olson, et al., 1979/1982). The Couple Prediction 

Form created for this project is shown in Appendix A. The 

operational definition and score ranges for the above forms 

are listed in Table I. 

PREPARE 

PREPARE (Appendix B) is an acronym for Premarital 

Personal And Relationship Evaluation. It is premarital 

because it was specifically designed for use by pro­

fessionals who are working with premarital couples. As 

a personal and relationship evaluation, PREPARE is doubly 

useful. First, the instrument assesses individual and 

couple strengths in each of 12 relationship areas. 

Second, issues that could be problematic to the couple are 

clearly revealed. PREPARE is a 125-statement item booklet 

with assessments in 12 different areas related to marriage. 

The 12 areas are as follows: Idealistic Distortion, 

Realistic Expectation, Personality Issues, Equalitarian 

Roles, Communication, Conflict Resolution, Financial 

Management, Leisure Activities, Sexual Relationship, 

Children and Marriage, Family and Friends, and Religious 

Orientation. 

The 125 PREPARE items are stated in the first person 

and require each person to answer questions about them­

selves, their partner, and/or their relationship. There­

fore, the items assess feelings, attitudes, beliefs, and 



TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF KEY DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

INSTRUMENT DERIVED 
SCORES 

Raw PREPARE Category 
Scores ( 33) 

Recoded Actual PREPARE 
Scores 

Prediction Scores (66) 

Accuracy of Prediction 
Scores (44) 

.DESCRIPTION 

Summed Scores Reflecting Adjustment in 
Each PREPARE Category 

1) Male Adjustment Scores (11) 
2) Female Adjustment Scores (11) 
3) Positive Couple Agreement (11) 

PREPARE Raw Scores Recoded to Reflect 
5 Levels of Adjustment 

1) Male Recoded Actual = AS (11) 
2) Female Recoded Actual = FAS (11) 
3) Couple Scores = ACPL (11) 

Predictions of PREPARE Scores Reflecting 
Adjustment in each Category 

1) MS = Male prediction of own scores ( 11) 
2) FS = Female prediction of own scores ( 11) 
3) MP = Male prediction of partner scores ( 11) 
4) FP = Female prediction of partner scores ( 11) 
5) MC = Male prediction of couple scores ( 11) 
6) FC = Female prediction of couple scores ( 11) 

Summed Score reflecting ability to predict 
recoded PREPARE category scores. If prediction 
level (1-5 range) is + or -1 ~rom Recoded Actual 
Scores then, the score is counted as an accurate 
prediction, Raw range is 0 to 11. 

1) MACPF = Male accuracy of prediction 
of female ( 11) 

2) FACPM = Female accuracy of prediction 
of male ( 11) 

3) MACPC = Male accuracy of prediction of 
couple ( 11) 

4) FACPC = Female accuracy of prediction 
of couple ( 11) 

RANGE 

10-50 
10-50 

0-100% 

1-5 
1-5 
1-5 

1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 

0-100% 

0-100% 

0-100% 

0-100% 

TYPE OF 
MEASURE 

Interval 
Interval 
Interval 

Ordinal 
Ordinal 
Ordinal 

Interval 
Interval 
Interval 
Interval 
Interval 
Interval 

Interval 

Interval 

Interval 

Interval 

~J 

w 
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concerns that are perceived by persons concerning their 

own relationship. The scale called Idealistic Distortion 

assesses social desirability and is a measure of the level 

of couple idealization. The questions in this area are 

extreme and reveal the extent to which persons try to 

present themselves in a highly positive and socially 

desirable way. The results of the instrument give two 

scores for each of the other 11 areas. The first is an 

actual Percentile score while the second is adjusted to 

account for the idealistic distortion found in each cate­

gory of the couples' responses (Revised score). 

A background-information section is also included on 

the instrument and provides valuable information for the 

counselor. PREPARE is computerized to maintain accuracy 

in scoring and provides a systematic process for evalua­

tion of the results. A 15 to 20 page computer printout 

is provided containing the results of the Inventory. 

A major validation study of PREPARE was completed by 

Fournier (1979) and was based on more than 1,000 couples. 

Extensive analysis of the couples and more than 200 clergy 

users of the PREPARE instrument revealed that PREPARE was 

a scientifically valid and reliable instrument. PREPARE 

was found to have both Test-Retest and Internal Consistency 

Reliability. Overall reliabilities range from a low of 

.49 to a high of .88 and meet all minimum standards for 

research. Out of the validation study came some refine­

ments that increased the scientific rigor and usefulness 
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of the inventory (Olson et al., 1979/1982). 

Couple Prediction Form 

The Couple Prediction Form (Appendix A) was designed 

to allow the couples to predict the outcome of their 

individual, partner, and couple scores on the PREPARE 

Inventory. The couples made predictions in the 11 PREPARE 

categories. The response format ranged from "very high" 

to "very low." These are listed below: 

Prediction Form Response Format 

Very High High Average Average Low Average Very ~ow 

++ += = 

The pilot form for the Couple Prediction Form was a 

Couple Worksheet that listed each category by title and 

asked each person to predict his/her actual PREPARE scores 

for themselves, their partners, and for them as a couple. 

The predicted scores were high, average, and low (Appendix 

A). In pre-testing this form, confusion resulted in that 

persons did not understand what the categories entailed by 

just reading the title. It was also problematic because 

the response format did not allow for moderate responses. 

To improve this form, a brief description of each category 

was included and the format was changed to allow for moder­

ate responses. The instructions were also found to be 

misleading and were corrected accordingly. Along with a 
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different layout, these changes made the prediction process 

much more· effective. 

Processing and Analyzing 

This study relates individual and couple predictions 

to their actual scores on a structured premarital inventory 

(PREPARE). To do this, four main types of scores must be 

obtained: Raw PREPARE Category Scores, Recoded Actual 

PREPARE Scores, Prediction Scores, and Accuracy of Predic­

tion Scores (Table I for sunrrnary of operational definition). 

Raw PREPARE Category Scores. For each of the 11 cate­

gories in PREPARE there are 10 questions in the inventbry 

dealing with the topic. The sum of the responses to these 

10 questions makes up the Male Adjustment Score and the 

Female Adjustment Score in each category. Since the 

response range for PREPARE is 1-5 (Strongly Agree to 

Strongly Disagree) and; there are 10 questions for each 

category, the range for these scores is 10-50. The percent­

age of items reflecting agreement in a manner deemed 

positive results in Positive Couple Agreement Score with 

a range of 0-100%. 

Recoded Actual PREPARE Scores. The raw PREPARE Cate­

gory Scores recoded to reflect five levels of adjustment 

(very high, high average, average, low average, and very 

low) are classified as Recoded Actual PREPARE Scores. The 

male version is MAS (male actual scores) with a range of 1-5. 
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The female version is FAS (female actual scores) with a 

range of 1-5. The couple scores become ACPL (actual couple 

scores) also with a range of 1-5. These recoded values are 

the scores that each person attempts to predict. A compari­

son of actual and predicted scores will be used to deter­

mine the prediction accuracy scores. 

Prediction Scores. These scores are the predictions of 

PREPARE scores. The range of these scores is 1-5 with 1 

being very low and 5 being very high, The six types of 

these scores are as follows: male prediction of own scores 

(MS), female prediction of own scores (FS), male prediction 

of partners scores (MP) female prediction of partners scores 

(FP), male prediction of couple scores (MC) and female predic­

tion of couple scores (MC) and female prediction of couple 

scores (FC). 

Accuracy of Prediction Scores. This is a summed score 

that reflects the ability to predict Recoded PREPARE Category 

Scores. If the prediction level, which as previously stated 

has a 1-5 range, is + or - 1 from the Recoded Actual PREPARE 

Scores, then the score is counted as an accurate prediction. 

Therefore, the raw range is 0-11 with 0 being the absence 

of any category being accurately predicted to 11 for accur­

ate predictions in every category. These scores-fr.aw scores 

from 0 to 11) can be divided by 11 to obtain the percentage 

score. These include: Male Accuracy of Prediction of' 

Female (MACPF), Female Accuracy of Prediction of Male (FACPM), 

Male Accuracy of Predictlon of Couple (MACPC), and Female 
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Accuracy of Prediction of Couple (FACPC), 

The Accuracy of Prediction Score was studied in its 

relationship to personal background information and PREPARE 

category scores to answer the questions posed earlier in 

-Chapter I. The SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences) software package was used in this analysis. 

Two procedures were used in statistically analyzing 

the data. In the first hypothesis, where the means for 

Prediction and Actual Scores are compared, the t-test 

procedure was used because there were always just two scores 

involved. In analyzing the remaining hypotheses, the analysis 

of variance procedure was implemented because two or more 

means were compared. 

Hypotheses 

Seven major hypotheses are tested in this study, Each 

of the following will be discussed along with the results: 

1. A significant difference exists between respondents 

Prediction Scores and their Actual Percentile Scores on 

PREPARE. 

2. A significant difference exists between males and 

females in their Accuracy of Prediction of Actual Percentile 

Scores on PREPARE. 

3. A significant difference exists between older/younger 
. 

respondents in their prediction of Actual Percentile Scores 

on PREPARE. 

4. A significant difference exists between those who 

have known their partner lon~er and those who have known 



each other only briefly in their Accuracy of Prediction of 

Actual Percentile Scores on PREPARE. 
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5. A significant difference exists between couples who 

are closer to marriage and those who have a longer period of 

time before the wedding in the Accuracy of Prediction of 

Actual Percentile Scores on PREPARE. 

6. A significant difference exists between persons with 

high Idealistic Distortion Scores on PREPARE and those with 

low Idealistic Distortion Scores in their Accuracy of Predic­

tion of Actual Percentile Scores on PREPARE. 

7. A significant difference exists between persons with 

high Realistic Expectation Scores on PREPARE and those with 

low Realistic Expectations in the Accuracy of Prediction of­

Actual Percentile Scores on PREPARE, 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Sample 

The sample comprises 76 couples or 152 persons, These 

couples were participating in a premarital seminar! Table II 

summarizes important demographic characteristics for persons 

in the study. The persons involved range in age from 17 to 

65. An equal number of males and females participated as each 

person had a partner involved in the program with him/her, 

The average (mean) age is 23.6. The national average for 

first marriages (more than 80% of the sample are entering 

their first marriage) is 23.~ and the national median is 22,3. 

In terms of age, this sample is similar to national norms 

(Table II). 

Almost 75% of the sample either attended some college or 

technical school, graduated from a 4-year college~ or held a 

graduate or professional degree. Almost 99% of the sample 

have graduated from high school (Table II). A wide range of 

professions are represented in the 152 persons. Some 31% are 

professionals and considered white-collar while 42% would be 

considered blue-collar workers. Out of the remaining 27%, 

24% were students. These percentages show that the majority 

30 
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TABLE II 

SAMPLE - PERSONAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

Background Freq. % Background Freq. % 
Characteristics Characteristics 

Marital Education 
Status 

Graduate/ 13 9.2 
Professional 

Single, 119 80.3 Four-Year 37 26.1 
Engaged College 

Single, not 4 2.7 Some College 55 38,7 
Engaged Technical 

Divorced, not 1 0.7 Finished High 35 24.6 
Engaged School 

Divorced, 14 9.5 Some High 2 1. 4 
Engaged School 

:~1arried, 10 6.8 
Living 
Together Total 142 100.0 

Totai 148 100.0 Job S-catus 

Professional 38 26.1 
Birth Skilled 13 9.1 
Position Sales 42 29.4 

Laborer 7 4.9 
Service 1 0.7 

1 7 4.7 Student 37 25.9 
2 32 21. 5 .Unemployed 3 2.5 
3 35 23.5 Other 2 1. 4 
4 31 20.8 
5 17 11. 4 
6 10 6.7 Total 143 100.0 
7 8 5.4 
8 5 3.4 Pay 
9 l 0.6 

10 3 2.0 0 - 400 39 26.2 
401 - 1000 66 44.j 
Over 1000 44 29.5 

Total 149 100.00 Total 149 100.0 



of the persons (66%) were either students or blue~collar 

workers (Table II). The average monthly take~home pay for 

the persons was between $601 and $800, Approximately 10% 

received no income and 2% received in excess of $l,600 per 

month (Table II). 

All of the couples have planned their wedding within 

32 

10 months of the date when they took the PREPARE instrument. 

Almost 60% (57.7) of the couples were planning to be married 

within 3 months.(Table III). Sixty-seven of the persons have 

known each other for less than 2 years (Table III). 

The largest percentage of persons were the first child 

in their families (36.2%). The percentage of the number of 

persons born in each birth position decreased as the birth 

position increases (Table II). The pattern follows all the 

way to the sixth position where there were more persons in 

the seventh position than in the sixth position and 65% of the 

sample were from families with two, three, or four children 

per family (Table III). 

Approximately 81% of the persons were single and engaged 

for the first time (Table II). Almost the same percentage 

of their parents (77%) were married and living together 

(Table III). 

Eighty-five percent of the persons' parents were 

positive in their attitude toward their childrens' upcoming 
\ 

marriages (Table III). Eighty-seven percent of their friends 

had positive or very positive attitudes toward the marriage 

(Table III). 



TABLE III 

SAMPLE - OTHER BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

Background 
Characteristics 

Parents Attitude 
Toward The Marriage 

Very Positive 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Very Negative 

Total 

Friends Attitude 
Toward The i'larriage 

Freq. 

82 
48 
13 

3 
0 

146 

Very Positive 78 
Positive 54 
Neutral 13 
Negative 1 
Very Negative 1 

Total 147 

Parents Marital Status 

Married 114 
Divorced 20 
Slngle, (Partner 10 

Deceased) 
Remarried, (Partner 2 

Deceased) , 
Both Parents 3 

Det:eased 

Total 149 

% 

56.2 
32.9 
8.6 
2.0 
o.o 

100.0 

53.1 
36.7 
8.8 
0.7 
0.7 

lOO.O 

76.5 
13.4 

6.7 

1. 3 

2.0 

100.0 

Background 
Characteristics 

Family Size Number 
of Children 

1 or 2 
3 or 4 
5 or 6 
7 or 8 
9 or more 

Total 

Length of Time Until 
Wedding(Months~ 

1 or 2 
3 or 4 
5 or 6 
7 or 8 
9 or more 

Total 

Length of Time 
Couple Has Known 
Each Other ~) 

2 or less 
3 or 4 
5 or 6 
7 or more 

Total 

Freq. 

39 
66 
27 
13 

4 

149 

53 
47 
20 
17 

5 

142 

99 
37 

6 
7 

149 

% 

26.2 
44.3 
18.1 

8.8 
2.7 

100.0 

37,3 
33.1 
14.0 
12.0 

3,5 

100.0 

66.4 
24.9 
4.0 
4.7 

100.0 

33 
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The majority of the persons involved were Catholic (69%); 

however, many denominations were represented including: 

Baptist, Christian, Episcopal, Jewish, Lutheran, Methodist, 

other Protestant, as well as Agnostic. Ninety-one percent 

of the sample was Caucasian. 

In summary, the average age for the sample and the 

national averages for the first marriage (Table II) show that 

this sample according to age represents a common group of 

premarital couples. Even though the sample represents an 

education level where 75% have attended a minimum of some 

college (Table II), the job status percentages (Table II) 

show a large number of students and blue~collar workers. 

This would represent persons either not in the job market yet 

or are just beginning which is common among couples planning 

for marriage. The average pay scale is relative to the job 

status for this sample (Table II). 

Summary of Findings 

In each of the hypotheses to be investigated, three 

areas of prediction were assessed. These included predic­

tion of self, partner, and couple, Therefore, the relation~ 

ships tested were: (1) between the persons' predictions of 

themselves and his/her own actual scores: (2) between the 

persons' prediction of his/her partner and his/her partners' 

actual scores: and, (3) between the persons' prediction of 

the couple he/she was a part of and the actual couple scores. 



Prediction Scores vs. Actual Scores 

The hypothesis that a significant difference exists 

between respondents' Prediction Scores and their Actual 

Percentile Scores on PREPARE was tested for self~ partner, 

and couple in the 11 category areas of PREPARE. Out of 66 

possible comparisons, 64 were found to be very significant 

at the .0001 level. 
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The first area compared a persons' self-Predictions and 

Actual Scores on the PREPARE inventory (Table IV). Each of the 

11 categories were analyzed for males and females. Of the 22 

possible comparisons, only 1 was not significant. The Female 

Prediction of Self Score compared with the Actual Score. in 

the category of Realistic Expectations was not significant. 

All 21 of the highly significant comparisons were caused by 

the Prediction Score being higher than the Actual Score 

(Table IV). 

The second area compares a persons' predictions of their 

partner and their partners' Actual Scores on the PREPARE 

inventory (Table V). Out of 22 comparisons in this area, 

once again 21 of the relationships were significant. The 

only one that was not significant is the males' predictions 

of their partners score on Realistic EKpectations. Although 

not significant, the Prediction Score was once again higher 

than the Actual Score (Table V). Out of th~ 21 significant 

relationships, all were caused by the Prediction Score being 

higher than the Actual Score at the level of .0001 signifi-

cance. 



PREPARE 

Categories 

Realistic 
Expectations 

Personality 
Issues 

Equal Marital 
Roles 

Communication 

Resolving 
Conflict 

Financial 
Management 

Leisure 
Interests 

Sexual 
Attitudes 

Children and 
Marriage 

Family and 
Friends 

Religious 
Orientation 

TABLE IV 

COMPARISON OF PERSONS' SELF-PREDICTIONS AND 
ACTUAL SCORES ON THE PREPARE INVENTORY 

. Male Prediction of Self Compared Female Prediction of Self Compared 
with Actual Score with Actual Score 

Predicted Actual t-value p Predicted Actual t-value p 
Score Score Score Score 

3.92 2.84 -6.21 .0001 3.82 3.51 -1. 54 n.s. 

3. 91 2.57 -9.44 .0001 4.09 3.23 -5 .48 .0001 

3.83 2.88 -5.69 .0001 4.22 2.82 -9.24 .0001 

4,07 2.57 -8.83 .0001 4.o8 3.13 -6.54 .0001 

3.84 2. 71 -6.11 .0001 3.89 3.29 -3.95 .0001 

'3. 95 2.89 -6.84 .0001 3.72 2.83 -5.73 .0001 

4.25 2.55 -9.76 .0001 4.38 3,04 -(3.78 .0001 

4.09 2. 97 -6.65 .0001 4.29 3.09 -8.78 .0001 

4.01 3.05 -5. 64 .0001 4.33 3.20 -7. 07 .0001 

3,95 2. n -6.84 .0001 4.07 2.84 -8.68 .0001 

3.41 2.76 -5.16 .0001 3.67 2.87 -4.91 .0001 

:_,\..) 

°' 



PREPARE 

Categories 

Realistic 
Expectations 

Personality 
Issues 

Equal Marital 
Roles 

Communication 

Resolving 
Conflict 

Financial 
Management 

Leisure 
Interests 

Sexual 
Attitudes 

Children and 
Marriage 

Family and 
Friends 

Religious 
Orientation 

TABLE V 

COMPARISON OF PERSONS PARTNER PREDICTIONS 
AND ACTUAL SCORES ON THE 

PREPARE INVENTORY 

Male Prediction of Partner Female Prediction of Partner 
Compared with Actual Score Compared with Actual Score 

Predicted Actual t-value p Predicted Actual t-value 
Score Score Score Score 

3.76 3. lJ9 l.3lJ n.s. 4.04 2.82 6.64 

3,89 3.23 3,68 .0001 4.03 2.61 lL03 

3.97 2.82 5.95 .0001 3,80 2,91 lj. 99 

3,96 3.19 lj. 82 .0001 4.20 2.58 9.11 

3.86 3.31 3,07 .0001 4.oo 2. 71 6.54 

3,74 2.81 5. lJ4 .0001 3,97 2.92 6.21 

4 .11 3,05 6.42 .0001 4.37 2.54 11.10 

4.01 3. llJ 5.01 .0001 4.36 2.99 9,44 

4.10 3.22 4. 71 .0001 4.40 3,09 6. 85 

3.86 2.88 4.83 .0001 4.14 2.75 7,33 

3.81 2.90 5.21 .0001 3.46 2.75 4.14 

p 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 w 
-.::i 



The third area was the comparison of persons' predic­

tions of couple scores and their actual couple scores on 

PREPARE. In all 22 relationships~ the Predicted Scores 

were significantly greater than the Actual Scores at the 

.0001 level (Table VI). 

The data on the remaining six comparisons looked at 

the three areas of self, partner, and couple, However, 
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the scores for each of these were summed for all categories 

rather than broken down into each PREPARE category, 

Comparisons Based Q_!2 Sex 

The hypothesis stating that a significant difference 

exists between male and female respondents in their Accuracy 

of Prediction of Self Scores approaches significance at the 

.06 level. The females show a greater accuracy of predic­

tion of their own actual scores on PREPARE. The comparison 

between male and female Accuracy of Predicting Partner 

Scores was not significant. However, accuracy of predicting 

couple scores was significant at .03 level. The comparison 

shows the male as being more accurate in predicting couple 

scores than females (Table VII). 

Comparison Based on Age 

The hypothesis dealing with age states that a signi­

ficant difference exists between older and younger respondents 

in their prediction of actual scores. In comparing responses 

in each age range, the results showed that older persons were 



PREPARE 

Categories 

Realistic 
Expectations 

Personality 
Issues 

Equal Marital 
Roles 

Communication 

Resolving 
Conflict 

Financial 
Management 

Leisure 
Interests 

Sexual 
Attitudes 

Children and 
Marriage 

Family and 
Friends 

Religious 
Orientation 

TABLE VI 

COMPARISON OF PERSONS' COUPLE PREDICTIONS AND 
ACTUAL SCORES ON THE PREPARE INVENTORY 

Male Prediction of Couple Female Prediction of Couple 
Compared with Actual Score Compared with Actual Score 

------------------- ------------------ --------- ------

Predicted Actual t-value p Predicted Actual t-value 
Score Score Score Score 

3,85 2.88 5.46 .0001 3,95 2.88 6.47 

3,85 2.84 6.61 .0001 3,97 2.87 6.66 

3.86 3.01 5.02 .0001 3,97 3,07 5.41 

3.96 3.04 5.56 .0001 4.16 3,09 6.69 

3.80 3.11 4.67 .0001 3,93 3.09 4.69 

3.82 3.14 4.45 .0001 3.83 3.13 4.58 

4.07 2.11 7.55 .0001 4.36 2.76 9.94 

4.36 2.99 9.44 .0001 4.07 3.27 5.17 

4.40 3.09 6.85 .0001 4.00 3.18 3.28 

4.14 2.75 7,33 .0001 3.79 3.02 4.90 

3,46 2.75 4.14 .0001 3,61 2.51 6.70 

p 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 
w 
l..D 
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more accurate for each category, However, the amount of 

difference in accuracy was not great enough to show signifi-

cance (Table VIII). 

TABLE VII 

PREDICTION ACCURACY ACCORDING TO SEX 

Independent Variables Means and Significance 

Dependent 
Mean S.D. Variables 

remale I I Female 
F-Ratio p 

Male Male 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 56.5 63.0 21. 4 21.1 3.9 .06 
Self Scores 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 65.9 66.1 15.9 15.9 .01 n.s. 
Partner Score 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 66.2 59.0 15.9 23.5 4. 9 . 0 3 
Couple Scores 

Length of Time Persons Have Known Each Other 

The fourth hypothesis-is that a significant difference 

exists between persons who have known their partners longer 

than those who have known each other for a shorter time. 

Across each of the categories of prediction of self, 
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partner, and couple scores, the comparisons showed that the 

relation between length of time persons have known each 

other and accuracy of prediction was not significant (Table 

IX). 

TABLE VIII 

PREDICTION ACCURACY ACCORDING TO AGE 

Independent Variables Means and Significance 

Dependent Mean S.D. 
Variables F-Ratio p 

17 - 22 j 23 - 65 I 17 - 22123-65 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 56.9 59.8 20.8 22.5 . 59 . n.s. 
Self Scores 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 63.4 67,2 15.6 16.3 1. 9 n.s. 
Partner Score 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 59.6 65.0 20,8 19.7 2.4 n. s. 
Couple Scores 

Length of Time Until Wedding 

The fifth hypothesis is that a significant difference 

exists between couples who are closer to marriage than those 

who have a greater length of time until the wedding. The 
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comparison between the time ranges for the prediction of 

self scores shows a .04 level of significance with the 

greater length of time showing a higher accuracy of predic-

tion. In the other two categories of partner and couple 

prediction, this trend continued with the greater length of 

time showing a higher accuracy of prediction however, not 

significantly (Table X). 

TABLE IX 

PREDICTION ACCURACY ACCORDING TO LENGTH 
OF TIME PERSON HAS KNOWN PARTNER 

Independent Variables Means and Signific_anc e 

Dependent Mean S.D. Variables 

* 2-l2l13-2L~ 125-991 2-12113-24 )25-99 
F-Ratic p 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 62.1 59.5 57.9 21.9 20.6 22.5 . 4 8 n.s. 
Self Scores 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 67.8 65.2 65.0 16.3 15.4 16.1 .46 n.s. 
Partner Score 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 66.4 61. 2 60.8 21. 4 19.7 20.1 1.12 n. s. 
Couple Scores 

! 

* Months couple has knom1 partner. 



TABLE X 

PREDICTION ACCURACY ACCORDING TO 
LENGTH OF TIME UNTIL WEDDING 
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Independent Variables Means and Significance 

Dependent Mean S.D. 
Variables F-Ratio p 

* I I I 1-3 4-10 1-3 4-10 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 57.0 64.3 22.2 19.5 4.2 .04 
Self Scores 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 64.3 68.4 15.2 16.2 2.4 n. s. 
Partner Score 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 61. 3 65.0 20.2 19.9 1. 2 n.s. 
Couple Scores 

Idealistic Distortion 

This hypothesis states that there is a significant differ-

ence between persons with high Idealistic Distortion Scores 

and those with low Idealistic Distortion Scores in their 

Accuracy of Prediction. The results show that across each 

category the comparison between Prediction Scores and Actual 

Scores did not reveal significance differences (Table XI). 

* Months until wedding. 



TABLE XI 

PREDICTION ACCURACY IN RELATION TO IDEALISTIC 
DISTORTION SCORES 
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Independent Variables Means and Significance 

Dependent Mean S.D. Variables F-Ratio p 

Low ·I High I Low I High 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 60.7 58.8 20.4 22.5 .30 n, s. 
Self Scores 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 65.4 66.6 16.7 15.2 .22 n.s. 
Partner Score 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 61. 7 64.5 21.9 18.8 .32 n.s. 
Couple Scores 

-

Realistic Expectation 

The last hypothesis tested p6sed a significant difference 

between persons with high Realistic Expectations and those 

with low Realistic Expectations in their Accuracy of 

Prediction scores. Once again across each of the three 

categories (self, partne~, and couple prediction) the results 

showed no significance (Table XII). 



TABLE XII 

PREDICTION ACCURACY IN RELATION TO 
REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS SCORES 
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Independent Variables Means and Significance 

Dependent Mean S. D. 
Variables F-Ratio p 

Low I High I Low I High 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 58.8 60.7 22.5 20.4 .31 n.s. 
Self Scores 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 65,9 66.1 16.3 15.5 .01 n. s. 
Partner Score 

Accuracy in 
Prediction of 63.0 62.3 20.7 20.1 .04 n. s. 
Couple Scores 

Discussion 

In analyzing the results of this study the main conclusion 

that was evident was that the engaged premarital couples were 

very idealistic when asked to predict adjustment scores for 

themselves, their partner, and as a couple. Out of 66 pos-

sible comparisons in the first hypothesis only 2 were not 

significant. Even in these two situations (female prediction 

of self and male predict~on of partner) both involve the 

Realistic Expectation Category. The predictions were higher 

than the actual scores, but not significantly. The only 

conclusion that might be drawn other than that engaged 
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couples are idealistic in all areas is that females even from 

the male viewpoint, are less idealistic in the one category of 

PREPARE called Realistic Expectations. 

Some interesting findings occurred in the male versus 

female hypothesis. Females show a comparison approaching 

significance (.06) for accuracy of self~prediction where 

the males show a significantly greater Accuracy of Predic~ 

tion of Couple Scores. Therefore, these results reveal that 

females look more realistically toward their own adjustment 

to marriage than males but males tend to be more realistic 

about them as a couple in their adjustments to marriage. 

The only other hypothesis that showed a significant 

correlation was the Prediction of Self by length of time 

until the wedding. Results on an individual's view of 

his/her adjustment, those with more time until the wedding 

were more realistic, These results back Hobart's (1958) 

study that found persons closer to marriage more idealistic 

than those with more time until the wedding. This evidence 

raises some important questions regarding the effective­

ness of marriage preparation too close to the wedding date. 

All of the other hypotheses which deal with age, length of 

time person has known partner, level of idealistic distor­

tion, and level of realistic expectation, showed no signi­

ficant difference in the relationships. 

In summary, the main areas of consideration of differences 

in premarital persons' idealism towards marriage were sex 

and length of time until the wedding. Otherwise, engaged 
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persons across all other background variables tended to have 

about the same level of idealism. 



r,HAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

The catalyst for this type of study is the ever-in­

creasing number of divorces in this country, especially among 

couples married only a few yearB. Even though the statistics 

show more divorces in the early years of marriage, counselors 

and educators contend that premarital couples maintain a 

very idealistic view of marriage. Idealization and romanti­

cism have been seen by many as a key reason for a couples' 

inadequacy in dealing with the realities of marriage. There­

fore, a problem lies in the idealization process and its 

effects on couples' preparedness for marriage. 

The purpose of this study is to assess the level of 

idealization by testing couples in their awareness of their 

relationship strengths and weaknesses. This is done by 

analyzing the relationship between actual scores and pre­

dicted scores on an objective premarital inventory. Along 

with testing for general levels of idealism in relation­

ships, the study will also analyze the effects of different 

background variables such as age, sex, length of time until 

wedding, parents' marital status, and length of time the 

partners have known each other. Idealization is conceptu­

ally defined as the process of establishing an unrealistic 
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assessment of the character and personality traits of a 

loved one in ones' imagination. (Waller, 1938; Folsom, 

1965). The two instruments used in this study are the 

PREPARE Inventory (Appendix B) and the Couple Prediction 

Form (Appendix A). 
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The literature review in the area of idealization in 

premarital couples is relatively sparse even though several 

works have been published on the general idea of romanticism 

and idealism. These two terms seem to be interchangeable 

in the way they refer to an unreal view held by one person 

concerning another owing to the effect of emotional involve-

ment. 

study: 

1. 

2. 

3 • 

Three areas of idealization are reviewed in this 

Idealization in relation to levels of involvement. 

Idealization in relation to marital adjustment. 

Other studies on idealism, 

In the area of idealization in relation to levels of 

involvement, studies often have contradictory results. One 

study suggests that there is evidence of romantic distortion 

in advanced relationships. Waller's classic 1938 study 

states that there was a tendency for idealization to 

increase as the relationship evolves into higher levels of 

involvement. Follis (1969), however, found the opposite to 

be true as she retested Waller's hypothesis, This variation 

in the finding shows the need for further study in this 

area, 

The next articles reviewed tested the disillusionment 

in marriage caused by romanticism in the courtship process. 



Burgess (1926) and Waller (1938) both stress that much of 

the negative results in marriage are .caused by idealized 

expectations of marriage. Hobart's (1958) findings show 

disillusionment as strongest in the move from engagement 

to marriage. However, once again an opposing viewpoint 

appears in the literature. Kolb (1950) and Spanier (1974) 

both state that romanticism is not harmful to the marriage 

relationship. This area is also open for further needed 

investigation. 

Conventionalization is an area in the review that is 

found to be an important concept to control for in the 

testing of idealism. All testing of idealism must make 

sure that social desirability is not confused with true 

idealization, 
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Overall, the research reviewed reveals the importance 

of further investigation structured to test hypotheses, 

Past research gives a wide variety of possible conclusions. 

The primary purpose of this study was to measure 

idealism by assessing couples' ability to predict scores 

on the PREPARE Inventory and to relate prediction accuracy 

with background variables and PREPARE scale scores. The 

causal-comparative research method was used since the 

project is primarily descriptive. The sample was made up 

of 76 couples or 152 individuals collected from premarital 

seminars. Both the PREPARE Inventory and the Couple 

Prediction Form were administered on the first day of a 

2-day seminar, The intent of this study was to relate 
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individuals' and couples' predictions of their actual scores 

on the PREPARE Inventory. The predicting process was 

accomplished by having each person fill out the Couple 

Prediction Form. Basically, if the prediction scores were 

higher than the actual scores then the persons were more 

idealistic whereas if the prediction scores were closer to 

the actual, the persons were more realistic. Four types 

of scores were obtained in this process; (1) Raw PREPARE 

Category Scores~ (2) Recoded Actual PREPARE Scores~ (3) 

Prediction Scores, and (4) Accuracy of Prediction Scores. 

The Raw PREPARE Category Scores are the 1-5 responses given 

to each question on the PREPARE Instrument. Ten questions 

were posed in each of the categories of PREPARE (excepi for 

idealistic distortion which has 15) so the raw response 

scores ranged from 10-50 (15-65 for idealistic distortion). 

These scores were then recoded so that each category had a 

score of 1-5. The 1-5 reflected five levels of adjustment 

(very low, low average, average, high average, and very 

high). These 1-5 scores were the scores that the subjects 

attempted to predict on the Couple Prediction Form. 

Therefore the Prediction Scores ranged from 1 to 5 and 

there were six types of predictions; (1) male prediction of 

self, (2) female prediction of self, (3) male prediction of 

partner's score, (4) female prediction of partners' score, 

(5) male prediction of couple score, and (6) female pre­

diction of couple score. The Prediction Scores were then 

analyzed with the Recoded Actual PREPARE Scores to obtain 



the Accuracy of Prediction Scores, which were percentage 

scores in the following areas: (1) male accuracy of 

prediction of female, (2) female accuracy of prediction of 

male, (3) male accuracy of prediction of couple, and 

(4) female accuracy of prediction of couple, The Accuracy 

of Prediction Scores were analyzed in relationship to 

background variables and PREPARE category scores to answer 

the questions presented in this study. 
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The sample in this study was described as a fairly 

typical group with mean age of 23.6. Seven major hypotheses 

were tested in this study; 

1. A significant difference exists between respondent's 

prediction scores qnd their actual percentile scores on 

PREPARE, 

2. A significant difference exists between males and 

females in their accuracy of prediction of actual percentile 

scores on PREPARE. 

3, A significant difference exists between older/younger 

responders in their prediction of actual percentile scores of 

PREPARE. 

4. A significant difference exists between those who 

have known their partner longer and those who have known 

each other less long in their accuracy of prediction of 

actual percentile scores on PREPARE. 

5. A significant difference exists between couples 

who are closer to marriage and those who have a longer 

period of time before the wedding in their accuracy of 
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prediction of actual percentile scores on PREPARE. 

6. A significant difference exists between persons 

with high idealistic distortion scores on PREPARE and those 

with low idealistic distortion scores in their accuracy of 

prediction of actual percentile scores on PREPARE. 

7. A significant difference exists between persons 

with high realistic expectation scores on PREPARE and those 

with low realistic expectations in their accuracy of predic­

tions of actual percentile scores on PREPARE. 

In analyzing the_results of this study the first 

hypothesis proved to be true. Out of 66 possible correla­

tions, 64 were significant at a level of .0001. Even in the 

two areas that were not significant the prediction score 

was still greater than the actual score. The second 

hypothesis revealed that females look more realistically 

toward their own adjustment to marriage than males, but males 

tend to be more realistic about them as a couple in their 

adjustments to marriage. The only other significant hypothe­

sis was the prediction of self-scores related to length of 

time until wedding. Those with longer time until marriage 

were more realistic. All of the other hypotheses dealing 

with age, length of time person has known partner, level 

of idealistic distortion, and level of realistic expecta­

tions showed no significant differences, 

The findings of this study show a distinction in levels 

of idealism among engaged couples when looking at sex of 

partners and length of time until marriage. The other 
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background characteristics analyzed showed no significant 

difference in level of idealization. Thus, the results 

revealed that except for sex and length of time until 

marriage all engaged couples had a comparatively high amount 

of idealization in their view towards marital adjustment. 

The cases where variation in the amount of idealism 

was determined some trends could be found. In studying the 

levels of idealism according to sex of respondent it was 

found that females are more accurate (realistic) in their 

prediction of their own scores than males. This confirms 

other literature that postulates that females are more 

realistic than males in their view of marital adjustment. 

The literature however, looks at overall idealism and does 

not break it down into prediction of self, prediction of 

partner, and prediction of couple. By looking at these 

three breakdowns in this study, females were found to be 

more realistic in their view of themselves as was stated. 

But males were found to be more realistic in their view 

of the couple's premarital adjustment. No significant 

difference was found in looking at partner scores. 

The findings for length of time until marriage show 

that couples further away from the wedding day were more 

realistic than those closer. This could be owing to the 

feeling of "no backing out now" once the couple gets close 

to the wedding day. They must expect and believe the best 

or face the stress that results from the dissonance created 

by the discrepancy. 



The result$ of this study can be generalized only to 

other similar couples at the present time, There is a 

need, therefore, to have more work done in idealization in 

couples with various backgrounds to further the generaliz­

ability of these results. It would also be interesting to 

follow these couples and perform a similar assessment 

after marriage to be able to assess disillusionment and 

its relationship to the couples' idealism before marriage. 

By analyzing the order and timing of the instruments in 

this study the effects of the PREPARE Inventory might be 

better realized. The prediction patterns may vary if the 

Couple Prediction Form was given after PREPARE had been 

taken and the persons had time to discuss the inventory. 

One of the main conclusions drawn from this study 

was the high level of idealism of the engaged couples 

involved. The question arises, "What can be done to 

moderate the levels of idealism in engaged couples?" 

The results of the study along with the literature's 

contradictory evidence concerning the effects of idealism 

suggests that a great deal is yet to be done in the area 

of idealism. 
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p E 
COUPLE 

WORKSHEET 

THIS WORKSHEET WAS DESIGNED TO HELP YOU BEST USE THE INFORMATION 
THAT YOU WILL RECEIVE FROM TAKING THE PREPARE II INVENTORY. YOU 
MAY KEEP THIS FORM FOR FUTURE REFERENCE. BEFORE YOU HAVE THE 
FOLLOWUP SESSIONS TO DISCUSS THE PREPARE II COMPUTER PRINTOUT,YOU 
MAY FIND IT INTERESTING TO COMPLETE PART l OF THIS FORM SO THAT 
YOU CAN COMPARE YOUR GUESSES WITH THE ACTUAL RESULTS FOR YOU AND 
YOUR PARTNER, 

INSTRUCTIONS: COUPLE ID # M F 
1. FIRST, NOTE EACH OF THE CATEGORIES IN PREPARE II. 
2. SECOND, BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCES AS A COUPLE, TRY TO PREDICT 

HOW EACH OF YOU WILL SCOP.E ON THE 11 PREPARE II CATEGORIES, 
3. THIRD, BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCES, TRY TO PREDICT YOUR OVERALL 

--COUPLE AGREEMENTIN EACH OF THE 11 PREPARE II AREAS. 
4. YOUR PREPARE II ADMINISTRATOR WILL SHARE WITH YOU THE RELEVANT 

RESULTS IN A COUPLE OF WEEKS. You MAY USE THIS FORM TO HELP 
YOU DISCUSS THE INVENTORY BETWEEN NOW AND WHEN THE RESULTS ARE 
RETURNED, WE HOPE THAT COMPARING YOUR IMPRESSIONS WITH EACH OTHER 
WILL BE CHALLENGING FOR YOU, BEST OF LUCK!!! 

PREPARE rr CATEGORIES 

REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS 

PERSONALITY ISSUES 

EQUALITARIAN MARITAL ROLES 

COMMUNICATION 

RESOLVING CONFLICT 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

LEISURE INTERESTS 

SEXUAL ATTITUDES 

CHILDREN AND MARRIAGE 

FAMILY AND FRIENDS 

RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION 

COUPLE NOTES: 

PART 1 -- PREDICTED SCORES PART 2 -- RESULTS 
COUPLE COUPLE 

MAN WOMAN AGREEMENT MAN WOMAN AGREEMENT 
fil AVG LO fil AVG LO fil AVG LO 

DOD DOD DOC 
DOD ODD ODD 
ODD DOD ODD 
DOD ODD DOD 
DOD ODD ODD 
DOD DOD DOD 
ODD DOD ODO 
DOD DOD ODD 
DOD ODD DOD 
DOD DOD ODO 
ODD DOD ODO 
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Couple Prediction Form r,,J\N~JCiIJ 
't.t' ,,,,,~\;>J'.\l~J" ·--:;._-.-J.} 
t~ 

Prepare II 

This form was designed to help couples more clearly asses; and discuss their unique relationship st1engths and 
weaknesses pricu to marriage. The calegories are those coven1d in the PREPARE II Inventory 1nd will help guid1 discussion about 
important marital topics while the computer results are being processed. Each person should examine the statements below and 
iate as honestly as possible what you expect the PREPARE II 11sults to reveal about you. your partner and your 1elattonship. Your 
1alings win help you to examint your perceptions •bout maniage and to assess how realistically you and your partner a11 
approaching the rewards and challenges that are vital to m111i11ge. 

Couple ID# 
P.O. Box 1363 
Stillwater, OK 7 4076 

++ += 

Respondent Man ___ Woman_ 
(check one) Couple_ 

Response 
Choices I Very High High Average Average Low Average Very Low I Response 

Choices 

PREPARE CATEGORIES 

Reallstlc Attitude On Marriage High scorers are realistic about the 
challenges and demands of marriage. Low scorers lend to be idealistic, 
too romantic or naive about married life. · 

Approval Of Partners Behavior High scorers like the personality, be­
havior ana habits of their partner. Low scorers usually dislike many of the 
personality trails of their partner. 

Equal Household Responslblllty High scorers desire equal sharing of 
decision making and household responsibilities. Low scorers desire the 
husband to handle decisions and the wife to handle household tasks. 

Ease· Of Couple Communication High scorers feel understood by 
their partner and can discuss most topics freely. Low scorers are 
concerned about not being able to express feelings with their partner. 

Ability To Resolve Conflict High scorers feel that they are able to 
discuss and resolve differences with their partner. Low scorers find 
arguments hard to resolve and usually avoid conflicts at all cost. 

Realistic Financial Plannlng High scorers have realistic financial 
plans and agreement with partner about money. Low scorers are 
undecided about money matters or are worried about disagreements. 

Compatible Leisure Attitudes High scorers spend time together In 
shared activities yet are also free to persue Individual interests. Low 
scorers have different preferences or seldom spend leisure time together. 

Compatible Sexual Attitudes High scorers have shared sexual de­
sires, can discuss sexuality and agree on family planning. Low scorers are 
concerned about sexual Issues and have some disagreements. 

Attitude About Having Children High scorers desire children and have 
a realistic attitude about parental roles and challenges. Low scorers 
disagree about children or are too Idealistic. 

Adjustment To Family & Friends High scorers have good relations 
with parents and friends. Low scorers may not feel accepted by parents, 
are uncomfortable with in-laws or do not like each others friends. 

Religious Beliefs & Attitudes High scorers accept traditional religious 
values and practice their beliefs. Low scorers question traditional beliefs 
and see religion as a personal decision. 

COUPLE PREDICTED SCORES 
MAN ·WOMAN COUPLE 

rr-r ~ -~ rrff-f rrr~ -. 
DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO 00000 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO 00000 DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DLIUUO 

COMPUTER RESULTS 
MAN WOMAN COUPLE 
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'\) 



APPENDIX B 

PREMARITAL PERSONAL AND RELATIONSHIP EVALUATION 

63 



are 
A NOTE TO COUPLES: 

· PREP ARE was designed to help you learn more about yourself, 
your partner and your relationship. PREP ARE items cover many 
important topics about marriage and can help identify those areas 
in which you and your partner have similarities and differences in 
your opinions. Sharing these agreements and disagreements will 
help you to discuss the most important issues in your relationship. 

PREP ARE results are not intended to predict your. chances for 
marital success and are not to be used to determine whether you 
should be married. PREP ARE results are intended to help you 
and your partner determine your own readiness for marriage. 

PREP ARE is not a test and therefore does not have "right" or 
"wrong" answers. It is important that you respond to each 
statement according to your point of view. The usefullness of 
PREP ARE depends on your willingness to respond fully and 
honestly to all items. 

PREP ARE results are confidential and will be seen by only you, 
your partner and your clergy/ counselor. A couple identification 
number will be assigned and will be used in place of your names. 

While you are taking PREPARE, we request that you not discuss 
these items with your partner. After you have completed 
PREP ARE, we encourage you and your partner to discuss the 
items as well as feelings you experienced while taking PREPARE. 

Please do not write on this booklet. 

Copyright D 1979 by Prepare, Inc. 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 
'toderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

'foderately 
Disagree 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

1. I sometimes feel pressured to participate in activities that my partner enjoys. 

:2. It is very easy for me to express aU my true feelings to my partner. 
3. It is hard for me to have complete faith in some of the accepted practices of 

my religion. 

4. In order to end an argument. I usually give in. 

5. I am satisfied with how we have defined the responsibilities of a father in 
raising children. 

- - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

6. When we are havi'ng a problem. my partner often gives me the silent 
treatment. 

7. Some relatives or friends have reservations about our marriage. 
8. There are times when I am bothered by my partner's jealousy. 

9. I am completely satisfied with the amount of affection my partner gives me. 

l 0. l would not seek help from a professional even if we had serious marital 
problems. 

11. Religion should have the same meaning for both of us. 

12. I believe the woman's place is basicall_v in the home. 

13. Sometimes I am concerned about my partner's temper. 

14. I believe there is only one person in this world to whom I could be happily 
married. 

1.5. [would be willing to try almost any sexual activities my partner would like 
to do. 

16. Sometimes I wish my partner was more careful in spending money. 

17. '.\fy partner does not seem to have enough time or energy for recreation 
with me. 

l~ [would rather do almost anything than . .;pend an evening hy my,;etf. 

19. [ thrnk we will never have prohlems in our marriage. 

21J . .\fter looking at our cnmhined inc•;mes. we have changed our mind.; ..ih"uc 
how much money we can :.;pend. 

Copyright©1979 by Prepare, Inc. 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 
.'.\foderately 

Agree 
:'If either Agree 
:'lfor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

.. 

a 
Strongly 
Disagree 

21. We are as well adjusted as any two persons in this world can be. 
22. Continuing to search out and share religious beliefs is necessary for me to 

have a growing r!i'lationship. 

23. If both of us are working, we should equally share the household responsi­
bilities. 

24. At times I am concerned chat my partner appears to be unhappy and 
withdrawn. 

25. Seitual activities come naturally for me and do not need to be discussed in 
detail. 

26. We have not yet decided how to handle the finances. 

27. Sometimes my family does not accept m·e as an adult. 

28. I ha••e fewer outside interests or hobbies than my partner. 

29. It is more important that the husband be satisfied with his job because his 
income is more important to the family. 

:rn. l wish my partner would smoke and/or drink less. 

:l l. \fy partner and I do not .seem co enjoy the same type of parties. 

l 2. \Yost problems experienced between my partner and I will be resolved simply 
by che passage of time . 

. l:J. \ly idea of a ~ood time is different than my partner's. 

:J-t. \ty partner and I understand each other completely. 

:35. I think having children-will dramatically change the way we live. 

:J6. Increasing the dmount 0f time together 'Nill automatically improve our 
relation:;htp. 

T:'. At times {am 'Jncnmfortable .,,.ith the way my partner touches me tn puh!ic. 

18. [ am ~,:Hi.f:ed 'Ntth our decis(ons about how mui:h money ·..i.e ~hould -;ave. 

~9. If my partner has any faults, I am not a· .... are of them. 

-lO. .\ty partner s0metimes mcikes c0mment3 · .... hich put me d0wn . 

.,..., 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 
'.\loderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

-H. It is easy and comfortable for me to talk with my partner about sexual 
issues. 

42. ~ty partner completely understands and sympathizes with my every mood. 

4:3. In our marriage. the wife should be more willing and able to adjust than the 
husband. 

44. When we are with others. I am sometimes upset with my partner's behavior. 

45. We have figured out exactly what our financial position will be after we marry. 

46. It is not important to include a religious aspect in the commitment that I 
make to my partner. 

4i. I am unsure about the best method of birth control or family planning for us. 

48. I think my partner is too involved with his/her family. 

49. Every new thing I have learned about my partner has pleased me. 

50. We agree on the number of-children we would like to have. 

5 l. We have decided to keep records of our spending so we can budget our 
money. 

5::l. 

.34. 

.j5. 

I expect my partner to meet alrriost all of my needs for security, support 
and closeness. 

There is nothing that could happen that would cause me to question my love 
for my partner. 

There are times when I do not feel a great deal of lo•.:e and affection for my 
partner. 
Even if the wife works outside the home, she should still be responsible for 
running the household . 

. 16. .\1y partner and I disagree about how to put our religious beliefs into practice . 

. ii. I feel very uncomfortable with :'ome of my future in·laws . 

. 18. When we are having a problem. [can always cell my partner what is bothering 
me. 

19. After we have children, we will have less time for each ocher. 

fiO. \1y partner and I agree on the kind of honeymo<Jn/vacations ·~·e enjoy. 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
~oderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

~loderately 

Disagree 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

61. In our marriage, the husband will be the head of our household. 

62. It is important for me to try different sexual techniques with my partner. 

63. I do not think any couple could live together with greater harmony than my 
partner and I. 

64. My relationship is not a perfect success. 

65. The husband's occupation should be first priority in determining where 
we live. 

66. It seems like when there is a problem in our relationship, I am always the 
one who wants to discuss it. 

67. I have shared all my feelings about having children with my partner. 

68. I do not think anyone could possibly be happier than my partner and I when 
we are with one another. 

69. I am sometimes reluctant to be affectionate with my partner because it is 
often interpreted as a sexual advance. 

iO. I have some needs that are not being met by my relationship. 

71. Sometimes we have serious disputes over unimportant issues. 

72. I am concerned that my partner and I do not spend enough of our leisure 
time together. 

i3. There are times when my partner does things that make me unhappy. 

7 4. I go out of my way to avoid conflict with my partner. 

75. It is important for me to explore the spiritual aspects of our relationship 
through praying together. 

i6. I believe that our marriage means active involvement in our religion. 

j , . If every person in the world oft he opposite sex had been available and willing 
to marry me, r could not have made a hetter choice. 

78. lt bothers me th~t my partner is often late. 
79. l sometimes feel our arguments go 1)0 and on and never ~eem to get resolved. 

BO. In 0ur marriage. the wife will have 3lmost all of the responsibilities for child 
rearing. 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

81. I should know what my partner is feeling without being told. 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

82. After marriage, it will be easier to change those things about my partner 
that I do not like. 

83. To avoid hurting my partner's feelings du.ring an argument, I would rather 
not say anything. 

84. I do not seem to have much fun unless I am with my partner. 
85. I am very happy with how we have decided to handle our financial matters. 

86. Sometimes I do not like the amount of time my partner spends with friends. 
87. My relationship could be happier than it is. 
88. I believe that I have already learned everything there is to know about 

my partner. 
89. In loving my partner, I feel that I am beginning to better understand the 

concept that God is love. 
90. I am worried that accepting rmancial assistance or advice from our families 

will present a problem for us. 
91. I am very satisfied with how my partner and I talk with each other. 
92. I am worried that one of our families may cause troubles in our marriage. 
93. We do have a general plan for how much money we can spend each month. 
94. I feel pressured by my partner, parents, and/or friends to have children. 
95. Sometimes I have difficulty dealing with my partner's moodiness. 

96. I usually feel that my partner does not take our disagreements seriously. 
97. In our marriage, the husband should have the final word in most of the 

important decisions in the family. 
98. I do not always share negative feelings with my partner because I am afraid 

she/he will get angry. 
99. I expect that some romantic love will fade in my marriage. 

100. My partner and I disagree about some of the teachings of our religion(s). 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

101. My partner and I are united by religious faith. 

3 
Strongly 
Disagree 

102. We agree on the values and goals that we want for our children. 
103. I am very comfortable with all of my partner's friends. 

104. I have never regretted my relationship with my partner, not even for a 
moment. 

105. My partner has all of the qualities I have always wanted in a mate. 

106. Sometimes I am concerned that my partner's interest in sex is not the 
same as mine. 

107. I am satisfied with our decisions regarding birth control or family planning. 
108. I am uncomfortable when my partner spends time with friends of the 

opposite sex.. 

l 09. My partner is always a good listener. 

110. I am concerned about who will be responsible for the money. 
111. Sometimes I am concerned that my partner will want me to do things 

sexually that I do not enjoy. 

112. When we argue, I usually end up feeling responsible for the problem. 

113. I believe that most difficulties experienced before marriage will fade after 
we are married. 

114. I believe we should spend all our free time together. 
115. At times I think my partner depends on me too much. 

116. If she wants to, the wife will be encouraged to work outside the home. 

117. My partner's ideas about discipline of our children might be different 
than mine. 

118. I am sometimes afraid to ask my partner for what I want. 
119. One of us has unpaid bills which causes me concern. 
120. Sometimes [ have trouble believing everything my partner cells me. 

Please Go To The Back Page 
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2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 1 
Strongly 

Agree 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

121. My partner likes all of my friends. 

122. My partner and I disagree on the religious education for our children. 

123. I am satisfied with how we have defined the responsibilities of a mother 
in raising children. 

124. When discussing problems, I usually feel like my partner is trying to force 
me to change. 

125. Sometimes my partner is too stubborn. 

WISHING YOU A HAPPY AND SUCCESSFUL MARRIAGE!! 

p 

DEVELOPED BY: 
David H. Olson, Ph.D. 
David G. Fournier, Ph.D. 
.Joan :'vf Druckman. Ph.D. 
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Program Development 
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Copyright'©l979 by Prepare, Inc. 

7 J_ 



P R 0. F I L F ANllLYSIS 

P R E P A R E C A T F G C P Y S C 0 ~ E S 

lriE FOLLUllrlN-.> PROFILE CHlll'T I<; OESIC"IEO Tr A<;St<;T VfllJ IN IOENTIFYIN(; AF;EAS OF COUPLE STRFNGHt 
'"" PUIL~llA- lll:.AKNtSSo THF srOPFS llRf: TllKFll, F'H:lll THE <;UMl\l'Afl'f All,ALYSIS CN THF PRFVHlUS PAGE 
ANLJ uTILl.lt dl ... LY IHL PFVISFO l"IOIVl')llAL scnr>FS l\NO THF COUPLE: f'.lO~lllVF AGREFlllFNT SCORE. 

~EALISTlL EXPtC.TAT IU"IS 

HoRSUNALITY I ::.SJl:.::. 

l:.JUALITA~IAN RUL~S 

C.UMMUN ILAI lU'I 

LLNFL I <.J ~E.:iULUl IOI~ 

FINAIKIA- Mll'llAGEMU'IT 

Ltl~JRE ACJIVITll::. 

;.t.X\JAL RE-ATIUN::OHIP 

LrilLLJRE~ ANU ~A4~1AuF 

IAMILY A~J f~lt~u::. 

R~.l~IULJ~ U~ltNTl\llU~ 

R F v I 5 E n s c n R F s 

0---1 o---?.o---30---~o---so---Fio---10-- eo---qo- -- 1 o o 

l\IMMMMMl\l'~Ml\l'Ml\ll\ll\l'~Ml\l'MMMl\l'lllMl\ll\IMl\l'Mlll~MMMl\l'MMl\ll\ll\ll\IMl\IMM e9 

FFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFfFFfFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF ~7 

l\IMMMMlll~MMl\l'~MMlllMM~MMl\l~~MW~llllllMM ~8 

ffFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF ~A 

l\IMMMMMMMMM~MllllllM~l\IMMMl\l'M 4~ 

FFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFfF 75 

l\IMMMMWl\l'MMMMMMMM~WMMVlllNMlllWWMMWMM~Ml\l'lllW•WlllWW~ BS 
FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF R! 

lllMMMMl\l'MMMMMMMMMNlllMMMMMMWWWMMMl\IMMM 6~ 

FFfFFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFfFFfFFFFF 56 

l\INM~l\IWWMMWl\INNWNW•wwNMlllMMMMllll\IMMMMMMV•••MWMN Bh 
FFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFf FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF f~ 

l\IMMMMMNM~MYMW•lll~~l\l'lll•lllMM~MMM.1111\i'~MMM~M~NM~Ml\l'MM Bq 
FFFFFFFFFFtFFFffFFFFFFFffFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFF ~I 

l\IMYMMlll~VN.MNl\l'MM••l\l'N••NM.~YMMMVMl\l'Ml\I'~ 71 
fFFFFFFFFffFFFfffFfFFfFFFFFFFFFFFF ~f 

Nl\l'MMM.~MNMl\llll··~~~MM.l\IM~MN~¥ !~ 

FFFFFFTF FFFFFH f rrr FFFr FFrr FFFFFFfl r Fff FF P.? 

Ml\IM~M~MlllM•MNlll.MMl\IMMMWYM••NMl\l'l\I~ ~I 

FFFFFFFFFFFFfFf FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 1? 

MlllMM~N~~M~YMM.~M~MMMNMNN~Y~l\l'MWMMMl\IMM~~lllMMNMM pq 
FFFFf fFFFf.ffFFFFFFFFFfFfffFFFFFF~FFFIFffFFFFF 91 

c--- 1 o---? ·1---1 o---~ o-- -'So---t·o--- 7 o ---J\o -- -o o--- 111 o 
Copyright© 1979 by Prepare, Inc. 

POSIT IVE 

C OUPLE A:> PFE ME NT 

so 

30 

60 

70 

60 

!JO 

90 

60 

.\0 

50 

90 

--:i 
f\) 



SU"lllllQY l\NALY~t5 rm~ PREPllP E (/\ TF.GOR IE S 

••••••• ••• ••••• .... •• • ••• • • ••••••••• 
!NntVIDUAL scn.,E~ • CCUPLE SCORES 

---------- ------ • ----- ------
• I TEii SU114114AQY POSIT !VF 

"IAL!: FE"IALE • l\GPEF n1 SAGF:F.:F. I "!DECISION AGREE "'FNT 
.t 4' lE(,01< 'I' TI T _;; I"<: T f;EVISFI> FCT r.r:v1sF.n • IT r p,o<; I TFlllS I TF"IS COUPLF. NOR"I 

-------------- --- ------- --- ------- • ----- ----- ----- ------
IJEALI Sll: J I ::; TUk TI uN 26. 34,. 

RLALISTIC E.1Pt.ClAl IUNS 95e "19. .. 4. F 7• !; 2 3 5o. 34. 

P:;R!>UNAL ITV I :=t!>ULS f:3. 51'>. '7 !';. ~-"!. 3 4 3 30. 35. 

~UUALITAklAN kll..E' 46. 45e 7 fl. 7Se e 2 0 60. 44. 

CUMMJN ILAT lu'I 91 o E !;• c; o. ""· 1 3 0 70. 47. 

:JNFLICT 'H:. !>ULUT I I.JN 68. t:r:. 5<1. 56. t: t J 60. 45. 

f I NANCI AL M.\NAC..£).IE.Nl IJ'l e "4. ~ ~. "<;o ,, 0 ;> BO. 140 

L'.:l!>JRE: 4.C.TIVlTll!;; qo. F1q. 'l .3. <llo q 0 I 90. 5?. 

~:::xuAL kt.LA f I l.JN5rl IP 71. 71. 71. "" • !! • 2 60. 4 7. 

UHLL>Rt::N ANI) MAMHI i._;F 3"1 .. 5~. ~ 1. 'l 2~ 4 3 1 40. 19. 

f OllL Y ANJ F:ClENt)!> f;4. 61. 71;,,. ...,.:!,. !'i 4 I so. ll 7 • 

r.ELlc..ICJ!> UHIENIATIU~ 9 I" !3 'l. t; -::. <; I• F I I BO. 14. 

llVF"llGE "~SI TI VE AG<IEF114""NT 61. 4 ;>. 

JL~C~NTILE ~:uR~S --- PCT --- r.4.NGE Ff (114 0 Tr 100 l\NO HllVr AN llVEPllGF SCCRE r.F -so-. ~ODERl\TFLY 

tdC..lt SC..llk'> (JU u.:.i M'l"FI "EFLFCT F[1S(Tl\1F QELl\TllN';H!O l\TT!lUOF~· AM> l\OJUST"IF"T· "F.VISCD strPFS 

AllL AN AJJU;,l "41::.Nl Qt .\I'\ HOIV!t•Jll~<; PCT 5CC~E ~ll':':'l (N El\('H PH- <:\'N<; TENDENCY TO PRE'~FNT AN 
l)tA-1~11;. l~"\,t vf l•HIO-: PFLl\Tl!lNSHIPo rr:v15rn SCfJQI"'; WILL f'F L(lw WHfN INOIVIDllllLS ll~F UN­
f<t.ALl:O.lll. AUcJ.Jl \IAi-Hll\r.r.. PflO.ITIVF Ar.FJrf'MFNI SCO~f:<; PH'L'~CT rAD1•JEQ5 cor-.SFNSLS 0"' llTTITIJOLS 
;l~L..li::VLJ TJ JI:: '<lLAJL") TO fOrJSITIVF ACJU<;T"'ENT l"l l\IAFO-:IAGF. PFLllT(ONSHIP STPFNr.TH l\Q[ 

IUEIH n IUJ llli•h.N A Cl.JUl'Lf:S nt_•<;(TJVF 11r;r.fF"F'IT <;(F"'r IS HIGHFO-: THI\" TH[ "Ct:M SCf1PF FflR 
ltiAT C.Alt:.C..lH<1e 

Copyright© 1979 by Prepare, Inc. --.:J 
'-'0 



s;: JHC: RAN..>t. S 

ERIEF CATEGORY DE~CRlPTICNS 
90 - 100 VERY HIGH 0 

7!:> - fl9 1-IGH 10 
uO - 74 ~COERATFLY 1-IGH ••••••••40-5~ AVERAGE••••••••••• 25 

lUEALISTlC UISTUkTIUN 

9 VERY LOW 
24 LOW 
39 MOOERATELY LOW 

Hl..>H ~CUHtS IOE~TIFY INOl~IDUALS ~1-0 A~E DESCRIBING THEI~ RFLATIONS~lP IN AN 
JN~LA-lSI lCALLY POSITIVE ~AYe HIGH SCORERS APE VERY IOEALISllC ANO PRORABLY 
UlSlU~ltU M~NY A~SWERS WHILE TA~ING PREFARE lie RE~ISEO SCORES CORRECT PCT 
SLJkt~ ~Uri IOEALISTlC OISTORllCNo 

ktALlSTIC LK~~LJATIUNS 

Hl..>H SCORcS REFLECT REALISTIC EXPECTATICtlS ABOUT COMMON CHALLENGES ~ITH BEING 
MA~kltJe HIGH 5CORERS ARE AWA~E CP CO~~CN MYTHS ABOUT MARRIAGE ANO ARE REAL-
1~1 IL A~UUT'WhAl TU EXPECT FROM NA~RIAGf• 

~LRSUNALlll ISSU~S 

HI~~ SLUHLS ~EFLECT POSITIVE PERCEPTIPh OF PAPTNERo GENERAL APPROVAL OF PARTNERS 
LlL~AVIJk A~O AOJUSTMENT TC PEPSCNALITY CHARACTERISTJCSo HIGI- SCORERS PERCEIVE THElP 
l'A~INt:R A::. HAVING VERY FEW "fGATlVE PER~ONALI TY TRAl1S. 

L~UALITA~lA~ kOLt& 

Hl~H ::OCURtS FEFLECT A WILLINGNFSS TO SHA~E QOLFS ANC TC ~EGARll HUSBANDS ANO WIVES AS 
E<lJAL PAHTNEl<S IN THf REL AT I C~St-ilPe HIGH SCORERS FEPOIH A llES IRE TO SHARE TASKS ANO 
IU HAVE; E.JUAL FCwER IN OECISICNS ANO QESPONSllllLlllESe 

LUI04UN l1...A 1 ILJ\I 

111~11 31...L.kC:S REFLECT AN AWllRENCSS flF CflNST'<UCTTVE COlo"UNICATICN SKILLS AND AN ARIL ITV 
lu .>All::.l'ACTORILY USE J...,FSE Sl<ILLSo HICH '>CORERS TYPICALLY REPORT THAT IT IS f:ASY TO 
l~L~ ~ITH THFIR PA~TNFRe 

;.i..NF1.. IC I Re: J.J1.-Uf li..N 

HL•rf 31..UhLS ~FFLFCT A POSIT I VF oo I ":~Ill\ T JON Tf"!WA~O Rl!SOLVING CONFLICTS IN THEIR RELA-
Tl 1 '.t'-...-t IP,. Ht~H ~r11cr.-nr.. TC"'f' lr rr~F-Cf ~T n.:rPt .._-.,c- ntrJ;"rTt v nAr ... r.o T ... ~N At 1 n\t1 tMr. rnt-1-

Copyright©1979 by Prepare, Inc. 

--:i 
_j:::' 



~-lCfj lu P[Mhl"' UNPESOLVFOo 

flNANCIA~ NA~A~E~ENl 

Hl.i'i SC.U~ES f:EFLECT t<EALl<;T IC ~LA"'S •UllO ATTITUDES AE'OUT FINANCES ANO SATISFACTION lllTH 
Cu"i~E~J FINANCIAL OFCISICNSo HIGH scoi;ens !=LAN TO l<EEP f:FCOf;DSt AC.AJST FINANCIAL 
DECISIONS ACCORCING Tn RfiSOUPCES, AND ~AVE OVFRALL FINANCIAL GCALSe 

LLl~uRE ACTlilTIES 

til.d ~cu1~t.S FEFLF.CT FLEXlfllLITY RETWEF.: ... flllRT~ERS Al'ICUT LEISURE INTERFSTS 
ANJ SAf lS~ACTION WllH cuq 0 ENT LIFESTYLE OQEFEPENCES. HIGH SCORERS TEND TO 
be I NVULVLO IN F.CTH lf\.O IV IOUAL AND MUTUAL l"'TFRESTSe 

SEXUAL ~ELAllON~HlP 

HluH 3CURES REFLECT FLEXIALE ATTITUDES ANn FEFLINGS FEGAROING WARITAL 
~c~uALllY AND AFFECT ICNe ~IGH SCORERS ARE WILLING TO DISCLSS SEXUAL ISSUES 
ANJ AHE SATISFIED WITH THEIR DECISIONS ABOUT SEXUALITY A"'D FANILY PLANNINGo 

l.'ilLOR(i~ ANIJ 14AR~JAl>E 

Hl~H Sl.URES REFLECT POSITIVE ATTITUDES AND FEELINGS ABOUT HAVING CHILDREN ANO 
A <~ALISTIC PERCEPTICN OF PAf:E,..TAL ROLESe ~IGH SCORERS AGRFE ON CHILO REAR­
IN~ ~~~PUNSIAILITIES ANO REALIZE THF IMPACT OF CHILORE" ON MAR<llAGfe 

f AMILY ANO h< It.NUS 

HljH ::iCUHtS r·EFLECT CO'~FO'lTAHLE DELATIC~~Hl"'S WITH l=ARENTSo IN-LAWSo ANO 
F'll~N.J..>e HIGH !CORF.RS TEN() Tn 1-AVF MA"Y '41JTUhL FRIENDS ANO FAMILIES WHOM 
A'I~ SUPPUHTIVF. OF F.ACH PA~lNER ANO THEIR ~ECISION TC MARJ;Yo 

-. ~ - I " I 0 US lH I ENT 4 TI UN 

Hl<>li ~CO~t'.i PEFLl'CT llCCFPTANCF OF Tl'll\DlllON/\L OELIFf'! AND PRACTICES AND ALSC 
" J::L:> (..Ul'l"ll TMt:"T rn RFL IGI GUS VAL<IF.Sa flF.<l5C'NS lo.HO J;f::(ARO Rf'L IGION AS A 
i'L<'(:;,U'~AL Jl:CJSICN !JR QUESTION TQAOITIC'!fl.AL "ELIGIOUS eELIFF'S OFTElli scnqe LOW 
IU MUUthAlFLY LCWn 

Copyright©l979 by Prepare, Inc. 
---..:i 
\Jl 



PREPARE 
PREMARITAL PERSONAL AND RELATIONSHIP EVALUATION 

PREPAAE·ENAICH 
P.O. BOX 1363 
STILLWATER. OK 74076 

COUNSELOR'S NAME---------------
DAVID H. OLSOt:"'. Ph.D. 
DAVID G FOURNIER. Ph.D. 
JOAN M. DRUCKMAN. Ph.D. 

I Education Completed 

!ntroduction: PREPARE was designed to help ind1v1du<1ls (one only! 
discover some of the basic strengths and weaknesses in 1· Q t,,,,(:•r.•'.•' P·<''"!.1'1"'~ 
their relationships. PREPARE results are not intended to GJ r,.,,, v, .. .,. l. ·•1·ut-

~~e~~~~ ~~:r ~~::c~::,~:o~:r~~~ 0s1u~~~~s0:~t r~r:d:~~~~d~~ j CI,· ,, , .... 1 ~,1;,.,1 ,. ; .... ,..,.,, 

marriage. Please answer all Questions according to your IQ r.· .. ~·,.··:: ~·•[;r "''"0 c' 

point of view. The usefullness of PREPARE depends upon @ ~''"w H"ir. Sn101>1 

your willingness to respond fully and honestly. Please do G) r,,.,~n-.d E•em""'ntn,..., 

~~~ ~=c~:i~~~i~:;e(~sne t=tsn~~r~ ::n~~1a~nc~n~~d~~!:~~~ 1 0 ~"'"~ ~i~m~Nar\ 
blacken each circle ) ! 

I 

! OCCUPATION 

IQ P101e::.S•ona1~. Doctors. La""v~'~ E.He>~uT•ves 
0 Oinf" J0,01,•ssoc,rq•~. Manaoers. Teacners Nurses 

j ~ '::;,>,11<;c ar.(~ 5ur101n9 T•aoes. F.a1mei 

~ ~c!.l'S 1"'C""""""~ C1t:riC<1i 

GJ L;;Oort· •a, Wc-r.,,,: ~·~;;•lt .. 5~ 

@ (,ent:r;i: Se<v'c" Er w.0 1 t>e~ 
Q Stv.H:nt 

10 lJnerno1oyeo 

! G o:n~; -----, 

I 

here and • here----• ! I i 
Write number ~ Write number I 1 

What 1s you·r approximate monthly 
take·home pay? (Not including 
your partner's income.] 

I 
I Religious Preference 

I What. is your birth , G pos1t1on 1n your 
family? darken circles .G f:'\ ~ 

01-1year 0\Vl'Howmany 11:£>·::£)! 
!O 0 months ha•e 10 G)I 

Howmooy 1001youknown 
1
001 ~:~r~:ea~e G) Q your partner? G) G) 

mamed? i Q G) 00 less than I 0 (!) ! 
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00 Seven 
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Marital Status 

S•ng1e en9a9eo 
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