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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1981, approximately 1,219,000 divorces were granted 

in the United States. This provisional statistic repre­

sents a 3% increase over the 1980 statistics and a 65% 

increase over those i_n 1962 (Monthly Vital Statistics 

Reports, 1981). Not only has the number of divorces in the 

United States increased in the last few years, but the 

average length of marriages ending in divorce has decreased 

(Vital Statistics Report, 1978). These figures verify that 

more marriages are ending in divorce and they are ending 

much sooner. It is estimated that 39% of all divorces 

granted are to people who have been married less than 5 

years (Vital Statistics Report, 1978). These figures sug­

gest that major marital difficulties occur early in mar­

riage. 

Many family therapists and researchers believe that the 

cause of marital difficulties and therefore the incidence of 

divorce could be lessened if couples were given opportuni­

ties to identify and discuss potential problems in their 

relationship before marriage (Burgess, 1926; Baber, 1958; 

Markham, 1979). This belief is primarily based on the prem­

ise that many marriages fail because premarital couples are 
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extremely idealistic and often do not have an ~ccurate per-

ception of marriage or their partner (Shulman, 1974; 

Bienvenu, 1975; Goode, 1959; Kephart, 1966). They soon 

become disillusioned with their partner and the relationship 

and the marriage end in divorce. 

Therefore, it appears that lack of preparedness for 

marriage is an important factor in early marital dis­

solution. Somehow, the courtship process in this country 

does not properly prepare people for marriage. The follow-

ing general assumptions can be made about premarital 

couples: 

1. couples are very idealistic and 
usually expect that their marriage 
will not encounter problems; 

2. couples are naive about the sacrifice 
involved in developing and maintaining 
a satisfactory marriage; 

3. couples often withhold information about 
themselves or their partner out of 
fear of rejection or of hurting their 
partner; and, 

4. couples are often rushed into marriage 
before they are ready because of peer 
or parental pressures. 

Statement of the Problem 

Many couples are idealistic about marriage and their 

mate. After marriage, these misconceptions are challenged 

quickly and often lead to disillusionment and conflict. 

A need exists to help couples become aware of issues 

in marriage and learn how to communicate on those issues. 

If greater awareness can be developed, perhaps idealism and 
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resulting disillusionment after marriage can be sharply 

reduced. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine if inter­

vention in the form of a premarital inventory will reduce 

idealism in a premarital couple. More specifically, this 

study is designed to assess whether engaged couples can 

more accurately predict their relationship's strengths 

and weaknesses before or after taking a structured pre­

marital inventory called PREPARE (The Premarital Personal 

and Relationship Evaluation, Olson, Fournier, and Druckman, 

1982). This is done by asking the couple to complete the 

Couple Prediction Sheet which includes predictions of 

Inventory Scores for themselves, their partner, and their 

relationship. These predictions are then compared to their 

actual results on the PREPARE Inventory. Couples whose 

predictions are fairly consistent with their PREPARE scores 

are considered to be more realistic while ~ouples whose 

predictions are much higher than their actual PREPARE scores 

9-.re considered more idealistic.: 

In this study, the couples are to be divided into two 

groups. The first group will make its predictions before 

taking PREPARE. The second group does not make predictions 

until after it has taken the instrument but before receiving 

the results. A primary concern will be to examine any dif­

ferences in the predictions of the two groups. If compari-

3 



4 

sons reveal significant differences in realism versus ideal­

ism depending on exposure to a premarital inventory, program 

coordinators will have valuable information concerning the 

benefits of using an Inventory and some insight about the 

effect of the accuracy of predictions made by couples. 

Definition of Terms 

Accuracy of Prediction. The individuals' or couples' 

ability to predict the strengths and weaknesses of their 

own relationship as identified by the PREPARE Inventory. 

Idealism. The tendency to endow a person or relation­

ship with desired enabling characteristics of one's own 

ideal mate or relationship, whether or not those character­

istics are actually present. (Follis, 1969; Waller, 1937) 

Premarital Couple. A man and woman who are engaged to 

be married. 

Pre-assessment. The prediction of relationship 

strengths and weaknesses before having taken the PREPARE 

Inventory. 

Post-assessment. The prediction of relationship 

strengths and weaknesses after having taken the PREPARE 

Inventory. 

Social Desirability/Conventionalization. The tendency 

to represent oneself, partner, or relationship as having 

characteristics that are desirable by the society, whether 

or not these characteristics are actually present. 



The PREPARE Inventory has 12 conceptual categories 

related to marriage. Each has 10 items that produce raw 

scores converted to Individual Percentile Scores. Per­

centile scores reflect individual adjustment or positive 

relationship feelings in each category. Other couple 

scores include estimates of agreement and disagreement. 

The 12 conceptual areas with a brief descriotion are listed 

below: 

Realistic Expectations. This scale assesses realistic 

attitudes about common challenges associated with marriage. 

High scorers are aware of common myths about marriage and 

are realistic about what to expect from marriage. 

Personality Issues. This scale assesses perceptions 

of partner, general approval of partners' behavior and 

adjustment to personality characteristics. High scorers 

perceive their partner as having few negative personality 

traits. 

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 in decisions 

and responsibilities. 

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. 

Conflict Resolution. This scale assesses the couple's 
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orientation toward resolving conflicts in their relation­

ship. High scorers tend to confront problems directly 

rather than allowing conflicts to remain unresolved. 

Financial Management. This scale assesses realistic 

plans and attitudes about finances and satisfaction with 

current financial decisions. High scorers plan to kee? 

records, adjust financial decisions according to resources, 

and have overall financial goals. 

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. 

Sexual Relationship. This scale assesses the attitudes 

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. 

Children and Marriage. This scales assesses attitudes 

and feelings about having children and a realistic percep­

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

responsibilties and realize the impact of children on mar­

riage. 

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 oartner and their decision to marry. 

Religious Orientation. This scale assesses the accep-
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tance of traditional beliefs and practices and also a com­

mitment to religious values. Persons who regard religion 

as a personal decision or question traditional religious 

beliefs often score low to moderately low. 

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 the PREPARE Inventory. 

Hypotheses 

Specific versions of the hypotheses in this study will 

be stated in Chapter IV. The general hypotheses to be 

investigated are: 

1. Individual predictions of their own, their 

partner, and their couple PREPARE scores after 

taking PREPARE will be more realistic than 

persons who predict the same scores before 

taking PREPARE. 

2. Individual predictions of their own, their 

partner, and their couple PREPARE scores after 

taking PREPARE will have higher Accuracy of 

Prediction scores than couples predicting the 

same scores before taking PREPARE. 

Outline of Thesis 

The problem has been stated, the purpose for the study 

presented, and the pertinent terms defined in Chaoter I. 
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Chapter II will be devoted to reviewing the current 

literature relevant to the study. The origin of idealism, 

idealism versus level of involvement, and other research 

relating to idealism in premarital couples will be discussed. 

Chaoter III will discuss the research design chosen for 

this study. It will also describe the instruments and pro­

cedures used in collecting and processing the data. 

Chapter IV will examine the background characteristics 

of the sample and the results of the tested hypotheses will 

be discussed. 

All the previous chapters will be summarized in 

Chapter V. Final conclusions and recommendations for 

future research will also be presented in this chapter. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

While premarriage inventories and programs seem to be 

increasing, few articles are being published that focus on 

engaged couples preparing for marriage. In the 1980 volume 

of the Inventory to Marriage and Family Literature, there 

were no articles on premarital couples as a stage in the 

family life cycle. The only articles dealing with premar­

ital couples were on mate selection and even these comprised 

only 1% of the articles listed in this volume. 

Although research on premarital couples was never 

abundant, the percentage of articles on this subject dropped 

from 3% in the 1900-1964 volume to 1% in the 1980 volume 

(Olson, 1981). Because of this decline in research on 

engaged couples, many articles discussed in this review of 

literature date back to early studies done in the 1950's 

and even as early as Waller's (1938) classic article on 

idealism. 

Since the purpose of this study is to determine whether 

intervention in the form of a premarital inventory affects 

couple idealism (as measured by their ability to Predict 

relationship adjustment scores), the major concept in this 

review of literature will be idealism. Idealism will be 

broken down further into origin of idealism, idealism versus 
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conventionalization, idealization versus level of involve-

ment, and other research relating to realistic attitudes 

and disillusionment in marriage. 

Idealism 

The notion that engaged couples are idealistic seems 

to be a common theme of marriage educators (Beigel, 1951; 

Burgess, 1926; Goode, 1959; Kephart, 1966; Kolb, 1950; 

Mower, 1939; Schulman, 1974; Wallin, 1952). 

Waller (1938) in his early study on courtship defined 

idealism 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 definitely contradictory. One builds up an 
almost completely unreal picture of a person which 
he calls by the same name as a real person and 
vainly i~agines to be like that person, but in fact 
the only authentic thing in the pict~re is the erno­
tio~ which one feels towards it (p. 200). 

Origin of Idealism 

Though the terms idealism and romanticism are some-

times used interchangeably, there has been some speculation 

that idealism actually developed out of romanticism. 

The articles on this topic are mainly theoretical and 

though they cannot be proven or disproven, they deserve 

attention in this review of literature. 

The origins of romanticism and idealism are believed 

to date back to the Middle Ages and the concept of courtly 

love (Beigel, 1951; Lederer & Jackson, 1968). 
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The following paragraphs on the origin of romanticism 

and idealism are based primarily on the articles by Beigel 

and The Mirages of Marriage by Lederer and Jackson (1968). 

Noble women of the Middle Ages had little to keep 
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them occupied. They had servants to perform household chores. 

Their husbands were not of their own choosing and many of 

them were gone for long periods of time either to war or 

crusades. 

To alleviate boredom, romanticism and the concept of 

courtly love developed. An entire code for courtly love was 

established at the time with one of the primary rules being 

that one could never be in love with one's own spouse. 

True romantic love could not exist within marriage. 

Though views differ, Beigel believes that romantic love 

at that time did not involve a physical relationship. Be­

cause the lovers could never have a physical relationship 

or even be together much, the tendency to idealize grew. 

Beigel believes that this idealism is a result of sexual 

frustration and that it can be paralleled with today's 

adolescent. The repression of sexual desires causes the 

person to fantasize and endow the ''untouchable" lover with 

desirable, if false, attributes. 

The concept of romantic love remained in the nobility 

and was reinforced by the Romanticists in the 18th century. 

However, during this time period, a physical relationship 

with the lover was more common. 

In protest to this breach of morality in the nobility, 

the bourgeois of the 18th _century began the concept of 



marrying for love and the process of courtship. 

The mate was still chosen by the parent, but the 

male was given a courtship period in which to try to win the 

young woman. Soon the concept of marrying for love and 

perhaps idealism became an accepted custom of the society. 

Idealism vs. Conventionalization 

12 

One difficulty encountered in reviewing the literature 

on idealism is the tendency of some authors to confuse 

idealism with conventionalization. While these two terms are 

closely related, they represent different concepts. Con­

ventionalization is the tendency to represent oneself, 

partner, or relationship as having characteristics that 

are desirable by the society, whether or not these character-

istics are actually present. Idealization is the tendency 

to endow a person or relationship with desired enobling 

characteristics of one's own ideal mate or relationship 

whether or not those characteristics are actually present. 

Therefore, a person may not be idealistic in the least 

and yet still wish to present his/her relationship in a 

highly positive way to society and therefore conventionalize. 

Conventionalization is not restricted to engaged 

couples, but is present in many areas of our society. 

Coe, Curry, and Kessler (1969), looked at the estimated 

number of conflicts in families of psychiatric inpatients 

and control group families not under psychological care. 

The families of inpatients admitted to 4% disagreement, 

the control families admitted to 28% disagreement. 
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The actual disagreement rate of the families was 38% to 

40% for the inpatient families and 32% for the control 

group. Therefore, the families of psychiatric inpatients 

tended to show a much greater tendency to present a more 

socially acceptable, if false, view of their family re-

lationships. 

Marriage Satisfaction Scales and Premarital Inventories 

appear to be extremely prone to contamination by convent-

ionalization (Edmonds, 1967, Schulman, 1974). Most inventories 

do not make allowances for social desirability, 

therefore, those who are most likely to idealize 
their mates will be most likely to receive high 
scores on marriage prediction tests and will be 
encouraged to marry (Schulman, 1974, p. 139). 

There is a need to differentiate between idealism and 

conventionalization and make some allowance for con-

ventionalization to be able to truly measure idealism. 

Idealization vs. Level of Involvement 

Most research or articles on idealism were insoired 

or influenced by Willard Waller's work in the Twenties and 

Thirties on courtship and dating. Though his work has 

been a great inspiration, with his definition of idealism 

and other ideas still being discussed, Waller's concepts 

were purely theoretical and were never tested empirically. 

~any recent researchers have tried to prove or disprove 

his hypotheses on idealization in dating and premarital 

relationshi;:is. The remainder of this section will be 



generated from Waller's ideas regarding idealism. 

One of Waller's primary contentions is that couples 

become more idealistic as they become more seriously in­

volved. He believed that couples view one another more 

realistically at the outset of the relationship but as 

they fall in love they move further and further away from 

reality. 

Pollis (1969) examined this concept and tried to show 

that couples have different levels of idealism at different 

phases of their relationship and that idealism will be less 

at more casual stages of dating. The sample consisted of 

single students living in dormitories, sororities, and 

fraternity houses at Oklahoma State University. These were 

selected at random and then a quota sampling procedure was 

used to stratify the sample by levels of involvement. Ideal­

ization was determined by asking the respondent and two 

friends to rate the respondent's partner on a number of 

different areas. The respondent's score was compared against 

his friends' scores to determine idealism. 

The results showed the opposite of Waller's theory and 

what Pollis had anticipated. There was a difference in 

idealization according to seriousness of the relationship. 

But this study showed that idealism is greatest at the 
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casual stages of dating. These findings support the notion 

that idealism is reduced as relationships become more serious. 

Another finding of this study was that idealism in the serious 

groups is greater among women than among men. This contradicts 

most studies which show that men are usually more idealistic 
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than women. 

Hobart (1958) wrote about romanticism and disillusion-

ment in marriage and also examined idealism in couples in 

a variety of phases of relationship development. The 

sample consisted of 78 "favorite date," 66 "going steady," 

54 "engaged," and 60 "married" couples chosen in a nonrandom 

manner from a West Coast sectarian college where at least 

one of the partners attended school. This study was cross-

sectional rather than longitudinal. 

Two primary scores were examined - the Disagreement 
-

score (D) and the Disagreement Estimate score (DE). The 

Disagreement score was determined by finding the difference 

between the partners' scores on a Likert-type scale in 

response to items dealing with marital-role opinions. The 

DE score was determined by finding the difference between 

the person's actual score and his prediction of his partner's 

score. In other words, perceived disagreement was determined 

from the viewpoint of both male and female partners. 

Disillusionment was considered present in this study 

when the Disagreement score (D) remained the same but the 

Disagreement Estimate (DE) or perceived disagreement in-

creased. This indicated that the couole felt they would have 

more disagreement than was actually present. Disillusionment 

would also be present if the D scores declined while the 

DE scores remain unchanged. 

Hobart found that while a little disillusionment is 

found in earlier stages of a relationship, the greatest 



disillusionment is found in the transition from engaged to 

married, with males showing a greater degree of disillu­

sionment than females. 

Premarital disillusionment appears to be particularly 

strong in the areas of person freedom, marital roles, 

having children, in-law relationships, values on neatness, 

values on savings and money, and attitudes toward divorce. 

Therefore, in this study Hobart agrees with Waller. 

In another study, however, Hobart retests this same group 

4 years later and finds no evidence for a greater degree 

of idealism during advanced courtships. 

Other significant articles on idealism include 

Spanier (1972) discussing the positive effects of roman­

ticism on marriage, and Burgess and Wallin (1943) predicting 

adjustment in marriage based on adjustment in engagement. 

Spanier's article is important to this paper because 

of the contention that romanticism has no negative effects 

on marital adjustment. In Spanier's study of more than 200 

married couples at Iowa State University, "romanticism did 

not appear harmful to marriage relationships in particular 

or to the family system in general; and, is therefore not 

generally dysfunctional in our society {p. 481)". 

This conclusion is relevant to this paper because an 

assumption is being made that idealism can have detrimental 

effects. It would not make sense to reduce idealism if it 

was not potentially dysfunctional. 

Burgess and Wallin's (1943) article on predicting 
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adjustment in marriage from adjustment in engagement is 

also important because it established that marital ad­

justment can be estimated for both men and women during 

engagement. 

In summary, few recent articles have been pub-

lished that focus on idealism in engaged couples. From the 

articles that do exist and were reviewed, the following 

conclusions were made: 

1. idealization is a concept that has long been 

present in society, finding its roots in the concept . 

of romanticism in the Middle Ages; 

2. idealization is present in dating relationships. 

There are many conflicting studies on whether it increases 

or decreases with the seriousness of the relationship, 

but it is present in dating relationships; and, 

3. idealization and conventionalization are two 

different concepts but both are often present when dealing 

with premarital couples and allowances should be made for 

both. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Procedures 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

intervention in the form of a premarital inventory affects 

a couples' ability to predict the strengths and weaknesses 

of their own relationship. To accomplish this goal a 

research design was chosen, a sample was obtained, and 

instruments were selected and developed. 

Type of Research 

In order to answer the hypotheses posed in this study, 

a counterbalancing research design approximating the 

Campbell and Stanley (1966) Randomized Control-Group 

Posttest Only Design was selected. While some modifications 

were made, most conditions are met. Table I provides a 

visual image of the selected design. 

As depicted above, pretesting was not pursued in this 

study. Treatment was defined as exposure to the items of 

the PREPARE marriage-preparation Inventory. Posttest was 

defined as completion of a Couple Prediction Form desigrted 

to assess how realistically and accurately couples predict 

scores on the PREPARE Inventory. Prediction scores will 
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be influenced only by the precondition of having taken the 

marriage preparation inventory or not. Although compromises 

were made in regard to randomization of subjects to 

experimental or control conditions, the couples making up 

each group were very similar and could have legitimately 

been part of either condition. 

Group I 

Group II 

TABLE I 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Pretest Treatrr.ent 

Control 

Experimental 

Selection af Subjects 

x 

Post test 

x 

x 

Ths co~ples sclecte~ for use in this st~dy could be 

described as coming from purposive cluster samples. Two 

similar marriage-preparation programs conducted in two 

separate locations in Oklahoma were approached regarding this 
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project. These programs consisted of two Saturday 

sessions and were required for couples wishing to be married 

within a particular religious denomination. The program 

included sessions on finances, family planning, spirituality 

and marriage, communication, sexuality, and the ad­

ministration of the PREPARE Inventory. Experts in each of 

these areas conduct the sessions. 

A total of 142 couples were included in the present 

study. Couples attended one of six separate programs over 

a 6-month period. The first 76 couples (152 persons) 

were placed in the control group and the next 66 couples 

(132 persons) were placed in the experimental group. 

Therefore, all couples comprising a particular program 

were treated as a cluster and put in either the experimental 

or control condition. The couples shared similar back­

grounds and will be statistically compared for equivalence 

in Chapter IV. 

Although the above design met the primary objectives 

of experimental comparison, generalizations will be 

limited due to the nonrandom nature of subject selection. 

It was decided that initial studies should be made on 

specific premarital populations first and to limit des­

criptions of findings to couples with similar backgrounds. 

Data Collection Procedures 

In both the experimental and control conditions, the 

PREPARE Inventory and the Couple Prediction Form were 
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administered on the first day of the seminar. Identification 

numbers were assigned and used to process PREPARE to allow 

for complete confidentiality. In all sessions, men and 

women were asked to sit on different sides of the room 

to ensure that each partner was responding without direct 

influence from his/her partner. 

For the control group, the PREPARE Inventory question 

booklet, answer sheet, and Couple Prediction Form were all 

handed out at the same time. Instructions for completing 

PREPARE and the Couple Prediction Form were given. The 

couples were asked to first complete the Couple Prediction 

Form and then to begin PREPARE. 

The PREPARE answer sheets, booklets, and Couple Pre·­

diction Forms were collected. The couples' answers on the 

Couple Prediction Forms were transferred to another form 

for use in the study and the original prediction forms were 

returned to the couples for discussion after the session. 

PREPARE was processed and the resulting computer printout 

was given to the couple at the follow-up session in 2 weeks. 

For the experimental group, only the PREPARE booklets 

and answer sheets were distributed to the couples. In­

structions for completing PREPARE, and the Couple Prediction 

Forms were given, but the Prediction Form was not dis­

tributed. After completing PREPARE, the person raised 

his/her hand and was given the Prediction Form. This 

eliminated the possibility of completing the Prediction Form 

before taking PREPARE. PREPARE booklets, answer sheets, and 
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Prediction Forms were then collected. The information on 

the Couple Prediction Form was then recorded and the 

original returned for later discussion. As for the control 

group, PREPARE was processed and the computer results were 

distributed at the next session. 

Instruments 

PREPARE 

PREPARE is an inventory designed especially for 

premarital couples. It is composed of 125 statements written 

in the first person. These statements fall under one of 

the following 12 categories: Idealistic Distortion, 

Realistic Expectations, Personality Issues, Equalitarian 

Roles, Communication, Conflict Resolution, Financial 

Managemen~ Leisure Activities, Sexual Relationship, 

Children and Marriage, Family and Friends, and Religious 

Orientation. These 12 categories are considered important 

areas of adjustment for the engaged couple. 

To complete PREPARE, the couple is asked to respond 

to each of the statements using a five-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree. 

PREPARE was designed to help couples see strenqths 

in their relationship and indicate areas that are either 

problem areas or areas that have not been discussed or 

dealt with by the couple. 

The instrument was designed to be used by a premarital 
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counselor and can provide valuable information to help 

in counseling or education. When PREPARE is processed, 

a computerized printout is produced that shows each 

couples' areas of agreement and disagreement as well as 

how they scored in relation to other couples taking PREPARE. 

Sections of particular importance to counselors are 

Idealistic Distortion and the Items For Discussion Section. 

Idealistic Distortion is one of the 12 PREPARE categories, 

yet is different iri its use and scoring. This scale is 

a conventionalization scale, designed specifically to 

measure the couple's tendency to present themselves and their 

relationship in an extremely favorable way. 

Moderately high scores identify individuals who are 
responding in a way that presents a favorable impres­
sion of their relationship. Questions are very ex­
treme and therefore reflect a tendency that in all 
likelihood permeates the entire inventory and must 
be carefully attended (Olsen, Fournier, Druckman 
1979/82, p. 11). 

PREPARE compensates for this by adjusting couple scores to 

reduce the effect of Idealistic Distortion. 

The Items For Discussion Section lists items of 

partner disagreement, indecision, and Special Focus. 

Special Focus Items are items in which the couple agree in 

a negative way. An example of this is the statement, 

"I think my partner smokes or drinks too much." If both 

oersons agree with this, it could be an indication 

of problems in the relationship. 

PREPARE also provides a summary of key background 

characteristics which may be especially helpful. These 
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include information about family and individual history 

and topics relevant to the present relationship. 
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Validity and Reliability. After numerous uses and 

revisions of PREPARE, a validation study of PREPARE was 

conducted (Fournier, 1979). It was based on the PREPARE results 

of more than 1,000 couples and 200 clergy/counselors who had 

used PREPARE. PREPARE was found to be a scientifically 

valid and reliable instrument. It 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 

met all minimum standards for research. 

Couple Prediction Form. The Couple Prediction Form was 

originally designed for this study and a parallel project 

by Sharpe (1982). This version is the result of various 

pilot efforts (Sharpe, 1982). Improvements to the earlier 

versions include better descriptions of each of the PREPARE 

categories and clearly presented instructions. These 

documents can be found in Appendix B. 

The Couple Prediction Form asks the person to assess 

self, partner, and couple strengths and weaknesses in each 

of the PREPARE categories. The response format ranges from 

"very high" to "very low" with [++] indicating high and 

[--] indicating low, as listed below and in Appendix B. 



Very High 

++ 

Response Format 

High Average 

+= 

Average Low Average Very Low 

-= 

Space is also allocated on the form for actual PREPARE 

scores to be recorded. This allows couples and counselors 

to compare the predictions with the actual scores. 

Processing and Analyzing 

The purpose of this study is to determine if inter­

vention in the form of a premarital inventory affects 

idealism in a premarital couple. This will be measured 

in two different ways. First, the prediction scores will be 

examined to determine if there is a difference in the actual 

predictions of individuals or couples who predict their 

strengths and weaknesses before taking PREPARE and those 

couples making predictions after taking PREPARE. Second, 

the couple's predictions will be compared with their actual 

PREPARE scores to determine the accuracy of their pre­

dictions. The resulting score will be their Accuracy of 

Prediction Score. 

Raw PREPARE Scores are actually three different 

scores taken from PREPARE. The Male Adjustment Score and 

the Female Adjustment Score are the sums of the male or 

female responses to questions within certain categories. 

The statements in PREPARE are ordered randomly, but there 

are 10 statements in PREPARE that fall in each of the 12 
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PREPARE categories. The respondent answers on a one-to-five 

scale and the sum total of responses for all the items in that 

categQry becomes the Individual Category Score reflecting 

adjustment on that topic. Since the answers to each of 

the 10 statements range from 1 to 5, the range of the female 

and male Individual Scores is 10 to 50. 

The Positive Couple Agreement Score is the percentage 

of the questions in which the couple agree with each other 

in a positive manner. Since this score is a percentage, 

the range is from 0 to 100. 

Recoded Actual PREPARE Score.· In order to make 

comparisons between the PREPARE Scores and the Predictions 

Scores, both scores must be in a comparable format. To 

accomplish this, Individual PREPARE Scale Scores were 

recoded to reflect five levels of adjustment. These 

Recoded Actual Scores were called Male Recoded, Female 

Recoded, and Couple Recoded Scores. For computer processing 

the variable names were labeled AS, FAS, and ACPL res­

pectively. 

Prediction Scores. Since the Couple Prediction Form 

has a scale range from (-- very low) to (++ very high), a 

one to five scale was assigned with one equaling (--) and 

five equaling (++). The range of scores for each category 

then becomes one to five and mirrors the 1 to 5 recoded 

Actual Scores discussed above. There are three prediction 

scores for each category - prediction of self, partner, and 

couple. For processing, these scores were labeled and 
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TABLE II 

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 
OF KEY DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

IHST.RUMENT DERIVED 
SCOHES 

Raw PREPARE Category 
Scores (33) 

Recoded Actual PREPARE 
Scores 

Prediction Scores (66) 

Accuracy of Prediction 
Scores (44) 

IJESCRI P'I'ION 

Summed Scores Reflecting Adjustment in 
Each PREPARE Category 

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

PREPARE fiaw Sco!'es Recoded to Heflect 
5 Levels of Adjustment 

1) Male Recoded Actual = AS (11) 
2) remale Recoded Actual = FAS (11) 
3) Couple Scores = l\CPL (11) 

Predictions of PREPARE Scores Reflecting 
Adjustment in each Category 

1) MS = Male prediction of own scores (11) 
2) rs = Female prediction of own scores (11) 
3) r·~P = Male prediction of partner scores (11) 
~) rP = remale prediction of partner scores (11) 
5) MC = Male prediction of couple scores (ll) 
6) re = Female prediction of couple scores (11) 

Summed Score reflecting ability to predict . 
recoded PREPARE category scores. If prediction 
level (1-5 ra11ge) is + or -1 from Recoded Actual 
Scores then, the score is counted as an accurate 
prediction, Raw range is 0 to 11. 

1) Ml\CPF 

2) l•'l\CPM 

3) Ml\CPC 

4) !"1\CPC 

Male accuracy of prediction 
of female (11) 
l'emale accuracy of' predi.cLion 
of male (11) 
Male accuracy of prediction of 
couple ( 11) 
i<'emale accuracy of' prediction 
of couple (11) 

RANGE 

10-50 
10-50 

O-ltl0% 

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 
Or·dinal 
Ordinal 

Interval 
Interval 
Interval 
Interval 
Interval 
lnterval 

Interval 

[nterval 

Interval 

Cnterval 

[\.) 

-...J 



listed in Table II. 

Accuracy of Prediction Scores. With the recoded 

PREPARE scores and the Prediction Scores in the same 1 

to 5 format, the accuracy of these predictions could be 

measured. If the prediction was one point from the 

Recoded Actual PREPARE Score, it was considered accurate. 

All accurate predictions were counted as one. When the 

prediction and recoded PREPARE score differed by more than 

one, the prediction was not considered accurate and no 

points were given. The raw range of the Accuracy of Pre­

diction score is 0 to 11. To be useful this was recoded as 

a percentage with the range from 0 to 100. 

Statistical Procedures 

Since it is important for the research design that the 

two treatment groups be similar, an analysis was needed to 

determine if there were any significant differences between 

the two groups on background variables. The F-Test was 

used to determine the significance of difference for 

interval variables such as age, months until marriage, pay, 

etc. The Chi-square procedure was used to determine 

significant differences for the nominal and ordinal variables 

such as Education, Religion, ~arital Status, Race, etc. 

The purpose of the study was to determine if there was 

a significant difference in the Actual Prediction Scores 

and Accuracy of Prediction scores for the two groups on each 

of the PREPARE categories. This was done by the use of 
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t-test procedure. The t-test allowed a comparison between 

the means of the two groups on each of the PREPARE categories 

for actual predictions and a comparison between the total 

Accuracy of Prediction scores. 

Statement of Hypotheses 

Prediction scores for self, partner, and couple will 

be higher for the control group than for the experimental 

group on each of the "PREPARE" Scales. 

Persons in the experimental group will have higher 

Accuracy of Prediction Scores than person in the control 

group. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

This chapter will be devoted to examining the background 

characteristics of the sample and the results of the tested 

hypotheses. The two groups in the sample will be compared 

to determine any significant differences in background 

characteristics that may influence the results. 

Sample Characteristics 

The sample was composed of 284 persons or 142 couples. 

A total of 152 persons were in the control group, 132 persons 

persons were in the experimental group. Since the sample 

was composed of engaged couples, there was an equal number 

of men and women. The average age of the sample was 23.39 

with the male's average at 24.20 and the female's at 22.56 

(Table III). This is consistent with the national average 

which is 23.4. The minimum age was 17, the maximum age 65. 

There was no significant difference in age between the ex­

perimental group and the control group. 

Almost 80% of the sample had at least some college or 

technical training; 40% had at least 4 years of college; and 

more than 13% of the males had Graduate or Professional 

training. A significant difference existed between treat­

ment groups on education level (p.(.03). In the control 
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group, 35.3% had at least 4 years of college compared to 

45.7% for the experimental group (Table III). 

While a wide range of occupations was represented, the 

majority of the subjects listed students (29.7%), sales, 

technicians or clerical (24.2%) or other professions such 

as managers, teachers and nurses (21.9%). There was no 

significant difference in occupations. The monthly income 

for the sample was fairly balanced across categories. Some 

44% of the sample had monthly incomes under $600 and 55% 

had monthly incomes higher than $600. There was no dif­

ference in income for persons in the experimental or control 

groups (Table III) . 
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Almost 70% of the sample was Catholic with the second­

largest group (only 6.3%) Methodist. There was no significant 

difference between the treatment groups for religion. Also, 

nearly 90% of the sample was Caucasian with 3.6% American 

Indian and 5.1% of Spanish descent. There was no significant 

difference on racial background among treatment groups. 

The largest number of persons in the sample was the 

oldest child in their families. The second-largest number 

(24.3%) was the second child in their family. This pattern 

continues until the sixth birth position. There was no 

significant difference between the treatment groups in terms 

of birth position. 

More than 70% of the sample came from families with four 

or fewer children. Almost 50% of the same had fewer than 

three children. No significant difference was noted between 

the treatment groups in terms of family size. 



Background Characteristics 
and Type of Statistic 

AGE (MEAN) 

SEX (FREQUENCY) 
MALES 
FEMALES 

EDUCATION( frequency,%) 
GRADUATE/PROFESSIONAL 
FOUR YEAR COLLEGE 
SOME COLLEGE/TECHNICAL 
FINISHED HIGH SCHOOL 
SOME HIGH SCHOOL 
TOTAL 

MONTHLY PAY (Frequency, 
Less than $100 
$101-600 
$601-1000 
Over $1000 
TOTAL 

% ) 

., 

TABLE III 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

F 
13 
37 
55 
35 

2 

F 
22 
42 
41 
44 

149 

Control 

23.57 

76 
76 

% 
9.2 

26.l 
38.7 
24.6 
1. 4 

% 
14.8 
28.2 
27.5 
35.5 

100.0 

F 
11 
47 
52 
14 

3 

F 
23 
36 
37 
32 

128 

Experimental 

23.16 

66 
66 

% 
8.7 

37.0 
40.9 
11. 0 

2. 4 

% 
18 
28.1 
28.9 
25.1 

100 

F 
24 
84 

107 
49 

5 

F 
45 
78 
78 
76 

277 

Totals 

23.39 

142 
142 

% 
8.9 

31. 2 
39.8 
18.2 

1. 9 

% 
16.3 
28.2 
28.1 
27.3 

100.0 

w 
"-' 



Background Characteristics 
and Type of Statistic 

Current Residence 
(frequency, % ) 

Farm 
Rural, but not Farm 
Town, 2500 people or less 
Town, 2500 to 25,000 
Small City, 25,000 to 100,000 
Large City, Over 100,000 
Total 

Parents Marital Status 

Single, Engaged 
Single, Not Engaged 
Divorced, Not Engaged 
Divorced, Engaged 
Married, Living Together 
Total 

Months Known Partner (MEAN) 

Months Until Marriage (MEAN) 

F 

4 
4 
6 

21 
45 
63 

143 

F 

119 
4 
l 

14 
10 

148 

TABLE III Ccontinued) 

CONTROL EXPERIMENTAL 

% F % 

2.8 3 2.5 
2.8 10 8.3 
4.2 3 2.5 

14.7 16 13. 2 
31. 5 38 31. 4 
44.1 51 42.1 

100.0 121 100.0 

% F % 

80.4 119 92.2 
2.7 1 0.8 
0. 7 1 0.8 
9.5 8 6.2 
6.8 - -

100.0 129 100.0 

24.22 27.76 

3.69 3.68 

F 

7 
14 

9 
37 
83 

114 
264 

F 

238 
5 
2 

22 
10 

277 

TOTAL 

% 

2.7 
5.3 
3.4 

14.0 
31.4 
43.2 

100.0 

% 

85.9 
1. 8 
0.7 
7.9 
3.6 

100.0 

25.86 

3.69 

w 
w 



More than 43% of the sample lived in a large city (more 

than 100,000). More than 31% of the population lived in a 

small city (25,000 to 100,000). Fewer than 12% of the 

sample lived in towns smaller than 2,500. No significant 

difference was noted between the treatment groups (Table 

III) . 

More than 44% of the population were raised in a large 

city. Almost 21% lived in a small city. More than 20% of 

the sample were raised in a town of 2,500 or smaller. This 

shows that a number of the people in the sample were raised 

in the country, but later moved to a larger town. 

Some 56% of the sample said that their parents reacted 

"very positively" towards their marriage, and 57% said that 

their friends reacted "very positively". Only 1.1% showed 

negative parental response and 0.4% showed negative response 

of friends. 

Almost 86% of the sample were single and engaged, while 

8% were divorced and engaged. Again, there were no dif­

ferences between the treatment groups. 
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The majority of the samples' parents (76.6%) were married 

and living together. The second most common response (6.8%) 

was "single, partner deceased." There was no significant 

difference between treatment groups on marital status of 

parents. 

In summary, 14 background factors were assessed and 

compared for difference between the experimental and control 

groups. Since the research design is based on randomness 

and equivalence of groups, these demographic comparisons are 



crucial. Of the 14 factors, only 1 showed a significant 

difference between the groups. The experimental group had 

slightly higher educational attainment than the control 

group. While this could be important, other factors suggest 

that the groups are highly equivalent in overall background. 

Summary of Findings for Each Hypothesis 

Each person in the study was asked to predict adjustment 

scores for self, for partner, and for their relationship. 

Therefore, each hypothesis will be discussed in terms of 

these three scores. 

Actual Self-Predictions. The difference identified in 

each category was the opposite of what was anticipated in 

the hypothesis. Only two categories, Realistic Expectations 

and Equalitarian Roles, showed significant differences 

between the experimental and control groups when looking at 

Prediction of Self Scores for all persons in the sample 

(Table IV) . Instead of the Prediction scores being lower 

after taking PREPARE, indicating a reduction in idealism, 

each score is slightly higher with two scores being signifi­

cantly higher. 

When dividing the sample by male and female, the same 

tendency for predictions to increase occurs. More categories 

showed significant difference for male than for either the 

group as a whole or for females only. Male Predictions for 

Self do not show a significant difference between treatment 

groups in the Realistic Expectations category, but do so in 
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TABLE IV 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL PREDICTION SCORES 
FOR SELF MADE BY ALL INDIVIDUALS 

PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Cuntr0l/Experimental Cuntrol/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectation 3.87 4.16 .78 .75 -3.22 

Personality Issues 4.00 4 .13 .80 • 72 -1.45 

Equalitarian Roles 4.03 4.28 1. 0 .90 -2.18 

Communication 4.07 4.12 1. 01 .86 -0.40 

Resolving Conflict 3.87 4.01 1.00 .79 -1. 35 

Financial Management 3.83 3.86 .97 . 98 -0.27 

Leisure Interests 4.32 4.35 . 84 .77 -0.38 

Sexual Attitudes 4.19 4.27 . 89 .85 -o. 71 

Children and Marriage 4.17 4. 1 7 .92 .89 -0.01 

Family and Friends 4.01 4.21 1. 05 .87 -1. 76 

Religious Orientation 3.54 3.44 1.12 1. 06 .81 

*=p. <. 05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.00 .. 

.15 n.s • 

.03 .. 

.69 n.s . 

. 17 n.s. 

.79 n.s . 

.70 n.s . 

.48 n.s . 

.99 n. s .• 

.08 n.s. 

. 4 2 n .. s. 

w 
O'\ 



TABLE V 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL PREDICTION SCORES 
FOR SELF MADE BY MALES 

IN THE STUDY 

PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 
Control/Experimental Control/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Rxpectations 3.92 4.16 .72 . 72 -1. 94 

Personality Issues 3.91 4.19 .84 .66 -2.16 

Equalitarian Roles 3.83 4.20 1.13 . 94 -2.12 

Commi,mication 4.07 3.98 1. 03 .88 0.50 

Resolving Conflict 3.84 3.95 1.0 .76 -0.73 

Financial Management 3.95 3.93 .98 .96 0.06 

Leisure Interests 4.25 4.26 .84 .84 -0.09 

Sexual Attitudes 4.09 4.40 .89 . 75 -2.20 

Children & Marriage 4.01 4.12 .99 .90 -0.69 

Family & Friends 3.95 4. 3 4 1.17 .78 -2.31 

Religious Orientation 3.41 3.43 1. 22 1.14 -0.08 

-

*=p.( .05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGtHFICANCE 

.55 n.s. 

.03 * 

.04 * 

.62 n.s. 

.47 n.s. 

.96 n.s. 

.93 n.s. 

.03 * 

.49 n.s. 

.02 * 

.94 n.s. 

w 
-...J 



TABLE VI 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL PREDICTION SCORES 
FOR SELF MADE BY FEMALES 

IN THE STUDY 

PREPARE CATEGORY M~AN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Control/F.xperimental Control/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectations 3.Bl 4.17 .B4 .79 -2.56 

Personality Issues 4.09 4.0B .76 • 77 0.11 

Equalitarian Roles 4.22 4.35 .Bl .B6 -0.BB 

communication 4.0B 4.25 l. 0 .82 -1. ll 

Resolving Conflict 3.B9 4.0B .99 .Bl -1.19 

Financial Management 3. 72 3.79 .95 l. 0 -0.42 

Leisure Interests 4.3B 4.44 . B3 . 69 -0.48 

Sexual Attitudes 4.29 4.13 . BB .92 l. 06 

Children & Marriage 4. 3 3 4.22 . B3 .BB 0.74 

Family & Friends 4.06 4.0B .91 . 94 -0.09 

Religious Orientation 3.67 3. 4 4 l. 01 .9B l. 33 

-

*=p. (. .05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.01 * 

.91 n.s. 

.3B n.s. 

. 27 n.s. 

.26 n.s . 

. 67 n.s . 

.63 n. s • 

. 29 n.s. 

.46 n.s. 

.93 n.s. 

.lB n.s. 

w 
00 



Personality Issues, Equalitarian Roles, Sexual Attitudes, 

and Family and Friends (Table V) • Female Predictions for 

Self show a significant difference only for Realistic Ex­

pectations (Table VI) . 

Actual Partner Prediction. Equalitarian Roles is the 

only category that showed a significant difference between 

treatment groups for Actual Partner Predictions for all 

persons (Table VII). It was also significant for Male 

Predictions of Partner Scores (Table VIII) but not for Female 

Prediction of Partner_Scores (Table IX). The only category 

significant for Female Prediction of Partner was Realistic 

Expectations. As in the self-predictions, all categories 

showed a tendency for the experimental group's predictions 

to be consistently higher than the control group's prediction 

even though not always a significant difference. 

Couple Predict. Equalitarian Marital Roles is the only 

category that shows a significant difference between treat­

ment groups for all persons predicting couple scores (Table 

X). For Male Prediction of Couple Scores, Equalitarian 

Marital Roles shows significant differences with the control 

group being more equalitarian (Table XI). Couple Predict­

Female again showed significance in the Realistic Expectation 

Category (Table XII) . Again, the categories that showed 

significance showed an increase in the prediction scores 
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after taking PREPARE, therefore showing couples to be slightly 

more idealistic after taking PREPARE. All other categories 

showed no significant differences between the two groups. 



TABLE VII 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL PARTNER PREDICTIONS 
MADE BY ALL INDIVIDUALS 

IN THE STUDY 

PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 
Control/Experimental Control/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectations 3.90 4.15 .85 .75 -2.46 

Personality Issues 3.96 4.08 .89 .67 -1. 25 

Equalitarian Roles 3.89 4.20 1. 03 .88 -2.70 

Communication 4.08 4.12 1.03 .92 -0.35 

Resolving Conflict 3.93 4.02 .95 .78 -0.78 

Financial Management 3.86 3.84 .97 .95 0.19 

Leisure Interests 4.24 4.32 .93 .79 -0.71 

Sexual Attitudes 4.19 4.23 .86 .85 -0.43 

Children & Marriage 4.25 4.20 .89 .90 0.49 

Family and Friends 4.01 4.10 1. 00 .82 -0.80 

Religious Orientation 3.63 3.70 1. 08 .98 -0.58 

-
*=P.C.05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.15 n.s • 

. 21 n.s. 

.01 '* 

.72 n.s. 

.44 n. s.. 

.85 n.s .. 

.48 n. s.. 

.67 n. s.. 

.62 n.s. 

.42 n.s. 

.56 n.s. 

.i::. 
0 



TABLE VIII 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL PARTNER PREDICTIONS 
MADE BY THE MALES 

IN THE STUDY 

PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Control/Experimental Control/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectations 3.76 4.00 .97 • 77 -1. 54 

Personality Issues 3.89 4.10 .97 .69 -1. 39 

Equalitarian Roles 3.97 4.34 .99 . 79 -2.36 

Communication 3. 9f) 4.00 1.14 .96 -0.22 

Resolving Conflicts 3.86 3.93 l. 06 .79 -0.43 

Financial Management 3.74 3.79 l. 09 .91 -0.27 

Leisure Interests 4 .11 4.21 l. 00 .83 -0.62 

Sexual Attitudes 4.01 4.22 .91 .88 -1.37 

Children and Marriage 4.01 4.24 .91 .90 -0.89 

Family and Friends 3.86 4 .11 l. 07 .87 -1. 47 

Religious Orientation 3.80 3.85 l. 01 .95 -0.26 

*=p. <... 05. 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.12 n.s. 

.17 n.s. 

.02 * 

.82 n.s. 

.67 n.s, 

. 79 n.s. 

. 53 n.s. 

.17 n.s. 

.17 n.s. 

. 14 n.s. 

. 79 n.s. 

A 
...... 



TABLE IX 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL PARTNER PREDICTIONS 
MADE BY THE FEMALES 

PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 
Control7ExperimentaI Control7Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectations 4.04 4.30 .70 .70 -2.16 

Personality Issues 4.03 4.06 .80 .65 -0.31 

Equalitarian Roles 3.80 4.06 1. 07 .95 -1.50 

Comqiunications 4.20 4.24 .91 .87 -0.32 

Resolving Conflict 4.00 4.10 .83 .77 -0.71 

Financial Managment 3.97 3.88 .82 1. 00 0.56 

Leisure Interests 4.37 4.43 .83 .74 -0.42 

Sexual Attitudes 4.36 4.24 .78 .83 0.82 

Children and Marriage 4.40 4.15 .75 .90 1. 76 

Family and Friends 4.14 4.08 .92 .78 0.42 

Religious Orientation 3.46 .356 1.12 1. 09 -0.52 

-

*=p. <. 05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.03 * 

.76 n.s. 

.13 n.s. 

.75 n.s. 

.48 n.s, 

. 57 n.s. 

.67 n.s. 

.41 n.s, 

.08 n. s, 

.67 n. S, 

.60 n. s, 

'~ 
IV 



TABLE X 

T-TEST SUMMARIES FOR ACTUAL COUPLE PREDICTION 
SCORES MADE BY ALL INDIVIDUALS 

IN THE STUDY 

PREPARE CATEGORY 
MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Control/Experimental Control/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectations 3.90 4.10 .76 .71 -2.31 

Personality Issues 3.91 4.07 .82 .67 -1.74 

Equalitarian Roles 3.92 4.17 .89 .85 -2.37 

Communication 4.06 4.06 .93 .84 -0.06 

Resolving Conflict 3.87 4.01 .92 .77 -1.43 

Financial Management 3.83 3.87 .90 .89 -0.38 

Leisure Interests 4.21 4.28 .89 . 75 -0.69 

Sexual Attitudes 4.19 4.28 .85 .79 -0.86 

Children and Marriage 4.19 4.10 .83 . 91 0.74 

Family and Friends 3.93 4.08 .92 .Bl -1. 48 

Religious Orientation 3.59 3.51 .96 .92 0.61 

---

*=p. <. 05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.22 n.s. 

.OB n.s. 

.02 * 

.95 n.s. 

.15 n.s. 

.70 n.s. 

. 49 · n. s, 

. 39 n. s. 

. 46 n.s. 

.14 n.s, 

.54 n.s, 

.i::. 
w 



TABLE XI 

T-TEST SUMMARIES OF ACTUAL COUPLE PREDICTION 
SCORES MADE BY MALES 

IN THE STUDY 

.PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 
_____________ c_o!1trol ___ Expe~_~1~E!ntal Cofl~!°-rol Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectation 3.85 4.01 .80 .74 -1. 26 

Personality Issues 3.91 4.07 .82 .67 -1. 55 

Equalitarian Roles 3.92 4.17 .89 .85 -2.05 

Communication 4.06 4.06 .92 .83 0.38 

Resolving Conflict 3.87 4.01 .91 .77 -0.80 

Financial Management 3.83 3.87 .90 .90 -0.07 

Leisure Interests 4.21 4.28 .89 .74 -0.43 

Sexual Attitudes 4.19 4.28 .85 .78 -1. 63 

Children and Marriage 4.19 4.10 .83 .91 -0.75 

Family and Friends 3.93 4.08 .92 .80 -2.02 

Religious Orientation 3. 59 3.52 .96 .92 -.36 

*=p. <. 05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.21 n.s . 

. 08 n.s. 

.02 * 

.91 n.s. 

.15 n.s. 

.70 n.s. 

.49 n.s. 

.39 n.s. 

. 46 n.s. 

.14 n.s. 

. 54 n.s. 

.i:::. 

.'.:::. 



TABLE XII 

T-TEST SUMMARIES OF ACTUAL COUPLE PREDICTIONS 
MADE BY FEMALES 

IN THE STUDY 

PREPARE CATEGORY MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 
Control/Experimental Control/Experimental t-value 

Realistic Expectation 3.94 4.20 • 71 .68 -2.09 

Personality Issues 3.97 4.08 .73 .70 -0.89 

Equalitarian Roles 3.97 4.17 .89 .83 -1. 29 

Communication 4.16 4.23 .86 .85 -0.51 

Resolving Conflict 3.93 .412 .87 .78 -1. 27 

Financial Manag'ement 3.83 3.90 .85 .91 -0.47 

Leisure Interests 4.35 4.43 .81 .67 -0.60 

Sexual Attitudes 4. 3] 4.25 .82 .79 0.47 

Children and Marriage 4. 37 4.10 .76 .92 1. 84 

Family and Friends 4.05 4.05 .81 .82 0.01 

Religious Orientation 3.56 3.48 .99 .87 0.51 

-

*""P· < . 05; 

PROBABILITY & 
SIGNIFICANCE 

.04 * 

.37 n. s. · 

.19 n. s. · 

.61 n.s. 

.20 n. s .. 

.64 n. s .. 

.55 n.s. 

. 63 n.s. 

.06 n.s. 

.99 n.s .. 

.61 n.s. 

""" Ul 



CONTROL 

EXPERD1ENTAL 

TOTAL 

CONTROL 

EXPERIMENTAL 

TOTAL 

CONTROL 

EXPERIMENTAL 

TOTAL 

N 

152 

132 

284 

TABLE XIII 

ACCURACY OF PREDICTION 
SELF-ACCURACY OF PREDICTION 

MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

59.74 21.45 

53.14 22.75 

56.68 

PARTNER-ACCURACY OF PREDICTION 

N MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

152 50.26 22.10 

132 45.73 20.79 

284 48.15 21.58 

COUPLE-ACCUPACY OF PREDICTION 

N MEAN STAfWARD 
DEVIATION 

152 54.10 19.34 

132 53.13 19.20 

284 53.65 19.25 
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SIGNIFICANCE 

0.01 

SIGNIFICANCE 

0.08 

SIGNIFICANCE 

0.7 



Accuracy of Prediction - Self, Partner, and Couple. The 

second hypothesis for this study compares the Accuracy of 

Predictions for Self, Partner, and Couple. The Accuracy of 

Prediction score was determined by finding the difference 

between the prediction and the actual PREPARE score. 

For the variable Accuracy of Prediction for Self, the 

mean for the entire population was approximately 57, or 

each person was 57% accurate on the predictions of his/her 

own PREPA...~E scores (Table XIII). 

The Experimental group was significantly (p.<. .01) 

less accurate in predicting their own scores than the Control 

group. This would appear to show that taking PREPARE in­

fluenced persons to be less accurate in predicting their 

actual scores. While this may be a temporary effect, couples 

seem less aware of their own preparedness for marriage 

immediately after taking the Inventory. 

The mean Accuracy of Prediction for Partner Score was 

approximately 48. This is considerably lower than the mean 

of the Accuracy of Prediction for Self, showing that the 

samp.le could more accurately predict their own score than 

their partner's score. There was no significant difference 

between treatment groups for this variable. 

The mean Accuracy of Prediction Score for Couples was 

approximately 54. No significant difference was noted 

between treatment 9roups for the Accuracy of Prediction for 

Couples. Though there was only a significant difference on 

Accuracy of Prediction for Self, it is interesting to note 
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that for all three scores the Experimental group is less 

accurate in their predictions than the Control group. 

Di~cussion 

Assessments were made of engaged couples predicting 

their actual scores on a marriage-preparation inventory. 

Several couples made predictions after having taken the 

Inventory and other couples made their predictions prior to 

seeing the items. It was hypothesized that persons exposed 

to the items would make a more realistic prediction than 

couples not familiar ~ith the Inventory contents. 

Findings generally did not support the hypotheses. 
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In fact, consistent trends were found in the opposite direction. 

, Self-predictions were generally more idealistic for the 

experimental group even though only two scales were sig­

nificantly different. Partner Predictions showed a 

significant difference for only one scale, even though the 

same trend existed for persons to over-estimate scores for 

those who took the PREPARE Inventory. Couple Predictions 

followed a similar pattern. 

These findings were surprising yet several potential 

explanations might account for the trends. The one scale 

that was significant for self, partner, and couple was 

Equalitarian Roles. This scale is slightly different from 

the others in that a high score indicates a more equalitarian 

view of marriage while a low score indicates a more 

traditional view. The experimental group then may not be 



more idealistic, just more equalitarian. This tendency 

could perhaps be explained by the significantly higher 

education level of the experimental group. The assessments 

were made in a very short period of time, not allowing 

respondents much time to process the information. Ex­

perimental subjects went directly from the PREPARE Inventory 

to the Prediction Form. Perhaps if subjects were given 

several hours, days, or even 2 weeks to fully process the 

material in the Inventory, their prediction scores would 

be more realistic. At this time, it does not appear that 

the Inventory has an immediately noticeable effect on 

helping couples more accurately predict their scores. 

In terms of the generally nonsignif icant yet consistent 

trend for the Experimental Group to have more inf lated 

prediction scores, it is possible that exposure to inventory 

items identified important concerns and in turn raised 

subject defense mechanisms to deal with this perceived 
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threat. Defensive behaviors such as denial or rationalization 

may create a temporary overcompensation to protect against 

a recognition of potential conflicts. This cognitive 

dissonance may be reduced in time or increase to higher 

levels. In short, important followup research needs to 

be done to examine the effect of time on subsequent pre­

dictions. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

At this point in the thesis, it would be helpful to 

summarize the preceding chapters and state the final 

conclusions of the study. 

The number of divorces in the United States has been 

rapidly increasing in the last few decades. Corresponding 

with this increase in number of divorces, there has been a 

decrease in the length of marriages ending in divorce. · 

It is estimated that 39% of all divorces are granted to 

persons who have been married less than 5 years (Vital 

Statistics Reports, 1978). Not only, then, are more 

marriages ending, but they are ending earlier than most persons 

expected. 

Many family therapists and researchers believe that 

a large number of marriages end in divorce because couples 

enter marriage with false expectations and misconceptions of 

marriage and their partner. When their expectations are not 

fulfilled, they become disillusioned creating severe stress 

in the marriage. There is a need to help couples become 

aware of potential issues in marriage and perhaps help 

lessen their idealism. 

The purpose of this study was to determine if idealism 
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in premarital couples could be lessened by intervention in 

the form of a premarital inventory. The hypotheses for the 

study were: 

1. Individual prediction of their own, their 

partner and their couple PREPARE scores after 

taking PREPARE will be more realistic than 

individuals who predict the same scores before 

taking PREPARE. 

2. Individual predictions of their own, their 

partner and their couple PREPARE Scores after 
-

taking PREPARE will have higher Accuracy of 

Prediction Scores than couples predicting the 

same scores before taking PREPARE. 

The review of the current literature on idealism in 

premarital couples showed that though some work has been 

completed on idealism, there appears to be a decrease in 

its popularity. Many studies still frequently referred to~ 

research dating back a couple of decades and even to Waller's 

1938 article. The origin of idealism was traced back to 

the Middle Ages and the concept of romanticism and courtly 

love. The difference between idealization and conventional-

ization was discussed. Idealization was said to be a 

tendency to endow a person or relationship with charac-

teristics of one's own ideal mate. Conventionalization is the 

tendency to present a person or relationship in a highly 

positive or socially acceptable way. 
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Previous studies on idealization versus level of in­

volvement were discussed. Waller's hypothesis that idealism 

increases with seriousness of the relationship was presented. 

This was followed by a brief summary of Pollis's study 

testing Waller's hypothesis and Hobart's work in the same 

area. 

A counterbalancing research design approximating the 

Campbell and Stanley (1966) Randomized Control-Group Posttest 

Only Design was selected. A total of 284 persons or 142 

couples participated in the study. The couples were divided 

into two groups. Both treatment groups completed the 

premarital inventory PREPARE. The control group made a 

prediction before taking PREPARE on their own, their partner, 

and their couple score on PREPARE. The experimental group 

completed the same worksheet after taking PREPARE but before 

receiving any results. All the couples participating were 

in a premarital group in either a large city in Oklahoma or 

a small city in Oklahoma. 

To administer PREPARE and the Prediction Form, the men 

and women were separated to ensure independent responses. 

The information on the Prediction Form was recorded and 

given back to the couple for later discussion. 

The instruments used were PREPARE, a premarital in­

ventory consisting of 125 statements, and a Couple Pre­

diction Form. The couple was asked to respond to the 

PREPARE statements on a five-point Likert-type scale. 

The topics covered were 12 areas of concern to premarital 



couples. The Couple Prediction Form is a form designed 

specifically for use with PREPARE in this and a similar 

study. 

The sample consisted of engaged couples participating 

in a premarital program. The majority of the sample was 

from a town of 25,000 or more. Ages of the sample ranged 

from 17 to 65 with the mean age of 23.39. A variety of 

occupations were represented. Almost 80% of the group had 

at least some college, more than 40% had more than 4 years 

of college. The majority of the sample was Caucasian and 

stated their religious preference as Catholicism. 

The results of the data analysis showed the opposite 

of the anticipated outcome. It was anticipated that the 
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couples in the experimental group would have lower prediction 

scores than the control groups and that their predictions 

would be more accurate. It was found, however, that there 

was little difference between the groups. But, when a 

difference did occur, the experimental group was shown to 

have higher prediction scores and were less accurate in 

their predictions. 

Several possible explanations were mentioned to explain 

why the experimental group had higher prediction scores and 

were less accurate in predicting. One factor that must be 

considered is that the one category that was consistently 

significant was Equalitarian Roles. Since a high score in 

Equalitarian Roles indicates a more equalitarian view of 

marriage, the experimental group may just be more equalitarian 



not necessarily more idealistic. Another factor that may 

have influenced the results was the lack of time between 

taking PREPARE and making predictions. The couple was not 

allowed enough time to fully process the information in 

PREPARE. 

A third factor could be the element of threat involved 

with a premarital inventory. If the inventory exposed 

areas of disagreement that the couple had not dealt resulting 

in personal threat, or discomfort, the person may compensate 

by predicting higher scores than he actually expects as a 

form of denial or rationalization. 

The primary recommendation for future research would 

be a study that allows the couple more time between taking 

PREPARE and making their predictions. This would give 

couples time to think about PREPARE and discuss it with 

their partner, thereby, it is hoped, lowering any defensive­

ness that might be caused by taking the instrument. 
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APPENDIX A 

COUPLE PREDICTION FORM 
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COUPLE 
WORKSHEET 

THIS WORKSHEET WAS DESIGNED TO HELP YOU BEST USE THE INFORMATION 
THAT YOU WILL RECEIVE FROM TAKING THE PREPARE !! 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 1 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. ~, NOTE EACH OF THE CATEGORIES IN PREPARE !!. 
2. SECOND, BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCES AS A COUPLE, TRY TO PREDICT 

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

COUPLE AGREEMENTIN EACH OF THE 11 PREPARE !! AREAS, 
4, YOUR PREPARE !! ADMINISTRATOR WILL SHARE WITH YOU THE RELEVANT 

RESULTS I~ 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 II CATEGORIES 

REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS 

PERSONALITY ISSUES 

EQUALITARIAN MARITAL ROLES 

COMMUN I CAT ION 

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 

WOMAN AGREEMENT MAN WOMAN AGREEMENT 
!:!l AVG LO !:!l AVG LO !:!l .AVG LO 

DOD DOD DOD 
DOD DOD DOD 
DOD ODD DOD 
ODD DOD DOD 
DOD DOD DOD 
ODD ODD DOD 
DOD ODD ODD 
DOD DOD DOD 
DOD ODD ODD 
ODD DOD DOD 
ODD DOD ODD 
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Pt!EP)\~B 
, 0 ,A!-'t-n....,.'..)!;."'.,-.•"' > .,. 

Couple Prediction Form <lfNR 1cii ;,?< .. .:.·~J .. ;,; 
+·.,. 

Prepare II 

This form was duigued to help couples more dearly assess end discuss rheir unique relationship strengths and 
weaknesses prior to marriage, Tll1calegories111 those coveJtd in the PREPARE II Inventory ind will h1lp guida discussion about 
important matilal topics while tile computer 11sults 111 being processed. heh person should examine the statements below and 
rate as hoM:iitly as possibl1 what you expect tti1 PREPARE II results 10 rev11l about you, your p11tne1 and your relationship. Your 
ratings will hetp you lo 11x1min1 your pr1ceptiant 1bout marriage and lo assess how realistically you and your putn1r art 
a~pproachiflg tilt rewards and ch101mges that 1111 vital to m11riag11. 

Couple ID# _______ _ 
P.O. Box 1363 
Stillwater. OK 74076 

Respondent Man_ Woman_ 

- = Response 
Choices I ++ 

Very High 
+= 

High Average Average Low Average Very Low 

PREPARE CATEGORIES 

Reallstlc Attitude On Marriage High scorers are realistic about the 
challenges and demands of marriage. Low scorers tend 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 traits of their partner. 

Equal Household Responslblllty High scorers desire equal sharing of 
decision making and household responslbllltles. Low scorers desire the 
husband lo 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. 

Ablllty 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. 

Reallstic Flnanclal Planning High scorers have realistic financial 
plans and agreement with partner about money. Low scorers are 
undecided about money matters or are worried about dis.agreements. 

Compatible Leisure Attitudes High scorers spend lime 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~ n ri-f n r~-· 
DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

'00000 00000 DODOO 

.ODD DD DODOO 00000 

DODOO 00000 00000 

DODOO DODOO DODOO 

DOdDD DODOO 00000 

DODOO 00000 DODOO 

00000 DODOO DODOO 

DODOO 0000[] 00000 

DODOO COlJOO OUDCJO 

(check one) Couple_ 

I 

I 

I 

I Response 
Choices 

COMPUTER RESULTS 
MAN WOMAN COUPLE 

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- -~ 

-- -- --

-- --

-- - -- ---

CJ'\ 
I-' 



APPENDIX B 

THE PREMARITAL PERSONAL AND 

RELATIONSHIP EVALUATION 

62 



SU"lllllRY ANALY'.:;tS FOR PREPllP E CATEGORIES 

••••••• ••• ••••• .... ••• •••• •••••••••• 
tNn IV IOUAL SCOQE~ • CCUPLE SCORES 

---------- ------ • ----- ------
• I TElll SUMMARY POSIT IVE 

MALE FE~ALE • AGREE DISAGREE I "'DEC l SI ON AGREE ME lllT 
C.OI. JEGORV Tl r_;;. PC:T GEV I SF.0 FCT f;CVISEO • TT Fl'S ITF"S I TE'4S COUPLE NORM 

-------------- --- ------- --- ------- • ----- ----- ----- ------
IJEALISTI: J I 5 TUk TI GN 28. 34n 

RLALISTIC EA"t:.CTA1 IONS 9S. 139. 
<; "· 

E7. '!; 2 3 so. 34 • 

P:::RSONAL ITY I S!:.ULS !':3. se. ., s. f'FI • 3 4 3 30. 3So 

~OUALITAhlAN h0LE5 46. 45. 76. 75. e 2 0 60. 44. 

C.U MMJN ICAT I u'I 91. E 5e c; o. A~. 7 3 0 70. 47. 
... 

:: JNFL IC. T 'l:':. 5lJLUT I LIN 68. 66. si:i. 56. t: I 3 60. 45. 

flNANCIAL MANAC..t.~E.NI IJAe 1'14. q ~. PSo e 0 2 eo. 340 

L:O ISJRE: ACTIVJTU:!:i qo. A9 0 'l 3. q1. 9 0 I 90. 5?. 

~;;;XUAL kELA f I IJN5rl l P 73. 71. 7·1· ""· e ~ 2 60. 47n 

UHLL.IREN AN[) MA~R(AuF 3g,, 5!:. E 7. '12~ 4 3 3 40. 39. 

fAMILY ANJ F'l.lENl)S 64. 61. 76$ 72" 5 4 l so. 47. 

REL1C..IGJ5 UR1ENIATIU~ 91. 1)9. ~ ~. <; l, E l I so. 34. 

AVFPAGE Pf: SIT I \IE AGQEEM<=NT 61. 4;:>. 

"l:.RU:NT11...E ::.:uR:.s --- PCT --- r.ANGE FFCM 0 Tr: lf\O ANO HAVE AN .AVER.AGE SCC:RE CF -so-. '4DDERATELY 
1-tlC..11 scu-~..::> (e>U u..< M:l"FI QEFLECT rOSITl\/F RELAT(f"N">HIO ATTITUDE$ Ai'oO l\DJUST~El\T. DEVISED SCORES 

Al<L AN l\JJU;.,IMENT O~ .\I\ l~OIVl[IJALS PCT 5CC~E EASl="J [N EACH Pfr'SONS TENDENCY TO PRESENT AN 

LJt:.A~1s11:; '""C.t:. 1..oF lHf[q RELl\TIC1NSHIP. rEVISEf'l SCrJQ<=3 WILL f'F: L('W WHf.N INDIVIDUALS A~E UN­
r,tcALlST H .. AUUJl lolA~.u .\GE. POSIT IVF AGFIFEMt=N I SCORES REFLr=CT PAQ HJERS CONSENSl.,S ON Alli TllOl:..S 

~~L.IC:VC:J TJ JC: ~ELATc~ TO POSITIVE ACJUST~ENT IN lllArr.IAGF. PfL.ATTONSHW STRENGTH ARE 

llJEIH IF1LO 11frlt.;.N A ClJUPLFS Pl'SITTVF .AGl<F.FMF"JT scr .... F IS HIGHFr. THA" THE "0""~ SCOPE FOR 
TrlAT CAlcl>llk'f'• 

Copyright© 1979 by Prepare, Inc. 
°' w 



PROFILE AN.&LYSIS 

P R E P A R E C A T E r. C R Y S C 0 ~ E S 

JtiE FOLLUlllN.> PROFILE CH.&FT 15 DESl(f\IEO Tr A<;Sl<;T vnu IN IDENTIFYING AREAS OF COUPLE STRFNGTH 
A:>IL> PUlcNT I A_ lltAKNIOSSe TliF SCORES ARE TAKEll. FRClll THE SUMM.&Fl'r All.ALYSIS CN THF PREY IOUS PAGE 
ANO UTILILt .JNLY THL qFVISED llllOIVl!ltJAL SCODES l\NO THE COUPLE PO~ITIVE AGREElllENT SCOREe 

~EALISTJL EXP~CfATIU~S 

FERSUNAL ITV I :.SJt!:> 

tOUALITA~IAN RULES 

COMMUN KAT 10'11 

LLNFLICT ~ESULUI ION 

FlNANCIA- MA~AGEMENT 

Ltl:.JRE ACTIVITIE!> 

:.tXUAL R~-ATION!>HIP 

· LrllLl)RE1'4 ANll .. A~R lA""F: 

tAMILY A~J F~lt~U!> 

R~-lGIUU~ U~lcNTl\llu~ 

RE'VISEO scnRES 

0---10---20---30---~o---so---60---10-~eo---90---100 

lllMMMMMMMMMMllllll!ll~MMMMMMlllMlll!llMMMlllMMMMMMMllllllllllllMlllMM e9 
FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF e7 

!llMMMMlll~MMMMMMlllMMWMMlllWMM•WMlllMM ~8 

FFF'FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF FFFFFFFFFFFFFIFF f,8 

lllMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMlllMMMMM 4~ 

FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 75 

lllMMMMlllMMMMMMMlllMllllllMMMllllllMlllllllllMllllllMMMMMllllll~lllllllllllllll 85 
FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 8~ 

lllMMMMMMMMMMMMMMlllMM!llMlllMM"llllllMMMMMMM 66 
FFfFFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFFFF 56 

lllMM~llllllMMMWWlllllllllllllll~lllllllllMMM"MMlllMMMMMMlllMlll""MlllMlll 84 

FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF f? 

llllllMWMlllMMlllMYMM~lll~NM!llhlll~M~!llMMllllllM~~Mlll~M~MM~MMMM 8A 

FFFFFFFFFFffFFrFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 91 

NM~MMlll~Mlll"MMlllllllll~~llllllN"~MN"YMlllMVMM~M~ 71 
FFFFffFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFF 6f 

~lllMMM~~MNlllMlllNNN~NlllMlllllllll~MN~~ 5~ 

FFFFFFFFFFFFFFrFFFFFFFfFFFfFFFFFFFlfFFFFF A? 

h!llM~M~NMlllllllllNlll"NN"llllllllllllYMNNNMM!ll~ bl 
fFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 72 

MMM~~M~~MlllYMlllN~N~MMNlll"M~!llYNlllMNMlllMlllMlll~~MNMMMM BA 
FFFFFfFFFFFfFFFFFFFFFFFFfFFFFFFFFFFFIFFFFFFFF QI 

c--- 1 o---?'>---30---~o-- -50---60---10---Ao---90---1 oo 

Copyright© 1979 by Prepare, Inc. 

POSIT IVE 
C DUPLE AG REE ME NT 

50 

30 

60 

70 

60 

80 

90 

60 

40 

50 

!30 

O'I 
~ 



ERIEF CATEGORY DE~CRIPllCNS 

s:::J~t:. f<AN.>E.S 90 - 100 VERY HIGH 0 -
1'::J - fl9 1-IGH 10 
uO - 74 ~CDERATFLY 1-JGH ••••••••40-5S AVERAGE*********** 25 

1~EALIST1C ~ISTOkf IUN 

9 VERY LOW 
24 LOW 
39 MODERATELY LOW 

H[JH ~CUHl:.5 JnENTIFY INDIVIDUALS •t-o ARE DESCRIBING THEIR RFLATIONSl-IP IN AN 
JN'<tA-ISTICl\.LLY POSITIVE WAY• HIGH SCORERS APE VERY IDEALISTIC ANO PROBABLY 
lHSlOl'Tt~ MANY llNSWERS WHILE TAl<ING PREF·/IRE II. REVISED SCORES CORRECT PCT 
SL~~L~ I-~~ IDEALISTIC DISTORTICNo 

~tAL1STIC LX>~tTl\.TIUNS 

Hl.i11 SCORl:.S F!EFLECT REALISTIC EXPECTATICtlS ABOUT CO~MON CHALLENGES "'ITH BEING 
MA~~ltJ. HIGH ~CORE"S ARE AWARE CF co~~CN MYTHS ABOUT MARRIAGE ANO ARE REAL-
1~11c AbUUT' WhAT TO EXPECT FROM MA~RIAGEe 

>ERSUNALllY lSS~ES 

Hl~-i SLUHLS ~EFL~CT POSITIVE PERCEPT ION OF PAPTNER, GENERAL APPROVAL OF PARTNERS 
bt-i4\/l Jk A'ID 40JUSTMENT TC PEPSCNALITY CHARACTERIST Jes. HIGI- SCORERS PERCEIVE THEIP 
f-'A,HNt:.k AS HAVING VERY FEW l\EGATIVE PERSONALITY TRAllSe 

L~UALlTA~IA~ ROLi:.& 

Hl~H SCORLS FEFLECT A WILLINGNESS TO SHA"E ROLFS II.NC TC ~EGAR~ HUSBANDS ANO WIVES AS 
E~JAL PARTNERS IN THf RELATICl\S~lPo HIGH scoqERS REPORT A ~ESIRE TO SHARE TASKS ANO 

IU HAV~ E~UAL FCWER IN DECISICNS AND qesPONSIOILITIE!. 

LUM MUN IL4l lU'I 

111,,.11 :l<..LfkS REFLECT AN AWARENESS OF CflN~T'<UCTIVt: COlwll/Ul-.ICATICN SKILLS ANO AN AAIL ITY 
TU .>Afl::.t'ACTORILY USE Tt-<FSE SKILLSo HICH SCCRCRS TYPICALLY REPORT THAT IT IS t.ASY TO 
lALI<. "I TH Tl~FIR PJll;.TNFR. 

;.1.;NFLICl Rc::.:.uLUTlwN 

tiljrl ;:,1...uhLS IOFFLFCT A r>flSITIVF O"'l':MTl\TlnN H'WA~Ll RESOLVING CONFLICTS IN THEIR RELA-
Tl 1-..·""_.11-l,. •..ffr:14 c;.r1,r:-rn~ Tr:'t-f"' 1r rrfrl.,:.r:r..._T nJ:rr::t '-·'tC' ntrJ::rTtV r:-/\T._r.-o T ... l\~1 l\ltn\o•tfrl.11"": rri"•-
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f_lCT:> lu P.l:'-'1\11\ UNPESOLllF:Do 

tlNANCIA~ MA~A~E~ENT 

rll.>-i SCURcS REFLECT ~EALISTIC PLA"5 ANO ATTITUDES AeDUT FINANCES ANO SATISFACTION WITH 
(U~•-<E~T FINANCIAL OFCISICNSo HIGH SCORERS FLAN TO ICEEP RECOf;DSo .\C.JUST FINANCl.\L 
OECISIONS ACCORCING TO RESOUPCES. ANO hAVE OVERALL FINANCIAL GCALSe 

LLl~URE ACTIVITIES 

rlI.>-i .:.Cul<t.S f'EFLF.CT FLEXIFHLITY AETWEEI\ r>-RTr-:ERS AEICUT LEISURE INTERF.STS 
ANU :>Ar!s~ACTION WllH CURDENT LIFESTYLE OQEFEPENCES. HIGH SCORERS TEND TO 
be INVULVLO IN Fl.TH l"D IVIDUAL llND MUTlJllL l"TFRESTS• 

SEXUAL ~ELATlUN:>HiP 

Hl~rl :>CORES REFLECT FLEXIHLE ATTITUDES ANO FEFLINGS FEGARDING ~ARITAL 

~c~~ALITY AND AFFECT ICN• ~IGH SCORERS llRE ~ILLING TG DISCLSS SEXUAL ISSUES 
ANJ A~~ SATISFIED WITH THEIR OECISICNS ABOUT SEXUALITY A"O FA~ILY PLANNINGo 

L-ilLuRU• ANu 14Al~i<JAuE 

HluH 5LURES REFLF.Cl POSITIVE ATTITUDES ANO FEELINGS ABOUT HAVING CHILDREN AND 
A ~~ALlSTlC PERCEPTIGN OF PllRE"TAL ROLESa ~!CH SCORERS AGRFE ON CHILO REAR­
lN'-> RcSPU~SIAILITIES AND REALIZE THE IMPACT OF CHILORE~ CN MARRIAGEe 

f AMILY ANU h< lt.NlJ5 

Hl~H SCU4tS ~EFLECT CO~FO~TAHLE OELATICf',:!Hl~S ~l TH FARENTS, IN-LAWS, AND 
F-11LNJ->• HIC.H ~COfiERS TEND Tn t-AVF MAr-Y '11JTUAL FRIENDS ANO FAMILIES WHOM 
A~~ ~UPPU~TlVE OF EACH ~AfiTNER AND THEIR ryecISION TC MARRY • 

.. .0_1 .. 1ous i.Hlt:NTl\TluN 

Hlu11 SCll«t:'.i PEFLfCT ACCFPTANCF OF TRAOllllJNAL OELIFFS AND PRACTICES ANO ALSC 
A J;;.L' LUM'11 T"IEl\T rn RFLIGIOUS VAL,IFSo f"'El<SC'NS lo.HO REC:ARO RFLIGION AS A 
;.L-<;,u;AL ULCISICN llR QUESTION l''lADITif'"AL "ELIGIOUS EELIFFS CFTE"' SCORE LOW 
IU ~UUt.hA1FLY LCWn 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 
:'tfoderately 

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 all 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 having 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. 

lO. I 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 basically in the home. 

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

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

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

l 6. Sometimes I wish my partner was more careful in spending ~oney. 

l 7. '.\ty partner does not seem to have enough time or energy for recreation 
with me. 

11'. I would rather do almost anything than spend an evening by myself. 

19. I think we will never have problems in our marriage. 

20. After looking at our combined inc0mes. we have changed our minds dh11ut 
how much money we can spend. 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

21. We ar.e 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 relationship. 

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

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

25. Sexual 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. 

2i. Sometimes my family does not accept me as an adult. 
28. I have 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. 

:30. I wish my partner would smoke and/or drink less. 
:J 1. \fy partner and I do not seem to enjoy the same type of parties. 

:J~. \lost problems experienced between my partner and I will be resolved simply 
by the passage of time. 

:33: \ly idea of a good time is different than my partner's. 

:3 4. \fy partner and I understand each other completely. 
35. I think having children will dramatically change the way we live . 

. 16. Increasing the amount of time together will automatically improve our 
relationship . 

. 1i. At times [am uncomfortable with the way my partner touches me in public. 

18. [ am :;atisfied with our decisions about how much money we should save. 

:J9. If my partner has any faults, I am not aware of them. 
40. \fy partner :;ometimes makes comments which put me down. 

Cop yr igh t © 19 7 9 by Prepare, Inc. 

68 



1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
:\loderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

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

42. ~1y partner completely understands and sympathizes with my every mood. 

43. 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. 

4 i. 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. 

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

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

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

. )4. There are times when I do not feel a great deal of love and affection for my 
partner. 

55. 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. 

57. I feel very uncomfortable with some of my future in-laws. 

58. When we are having a problem, I can always tell my partner what is bothering 
me . 

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

nO. :\1y partner and I agree on the kind of honeymoon/vacations ·~e enjoy. 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

'.\foderately 
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 m 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. 
70. 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. 

73. 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. 

76. I believe that our marriage means active involvement in our religion. 
1 , • If every person in the world of the opposite sex had been available and willing 

to marry me, I could not have made a better choice. 
78. It bothers me that my partner is often late. 
79. I sometimes feel our arguments go on and on and never ;;eem to get resolved. 
80. In our marriage. the wife will have almost all of the responsibilities for child 

rearing. 

Copyright@l979 by Prepare, Inc .• 

70 



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 during 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 financial 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). 

Copyright© 19 7 9 by Prepare , Inc. 

71 



1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

~oderately 

Disagree 

10 l. My partner and I are united by religious faith. 

5 
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 n~ver 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. 

109. My partner is always a good listener. 
llO. 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 I have trouble believing everything my partner tells me. 

Please Go To The Back Page 
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1 
Strongly 

Agree 

2 
RESPONSE CHOICES 

3 4 
Moderately 

Agree 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

121. My partner likes all of my friends. 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

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!! 
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PREPARE 
PREMARITAL PERSONAL AND RELATIONSHIP EVALUATION 

PREPARE-ENRICH 
P.O. BOX 1 363 
STILLWATER, OK 74076 

COUNSELOR'S NAME---------------
DAVID H. OLSON. Ph.D. 
DAVID G. FOURNIER. Ph.D. 
JOAN M. DRUCKMAN. Ph.D. 

Introduction: PREPARE was designed to help individuals 
discover some of the basic strengths and weaknes:!les in 
their relationships. PREPARE results are not intended to 
predict your chances for .marital success but are intended 
to help you make decisions about your own readiness for 
marriage. Please answer all questions according to your 
point of view. The usefullness of PREPARE depends upon 
your willingness to respond fully and honestly. Please do 
not place your name on this form so that confidentiality 
can be maintained. (Use a no. 2 pencil and completely 
blacken each circle.) 

I Education COmpleted 
{one only) 

18 l..i<d(}U"al~ p,Ol<>S~•O"<ll 
Q F,;u1 v .. .;u (.i•leye 

(D ,_,;,.11,.,~.,. Tw·nn1c;il 

Q · :-+1gn Scnoo• 

@ S,Jme '"'J!i Scl'looJ 

Ci) •,n1::.nea Eremen!ary 

0 'O!<>mentarv 

OCCUPATION 
Q Pro1ess1ona1s. Doctors. Lawyers E~ecull~es 
(V Omer P•otess•onals Manage1s, Teacners. Nurses 

(V S1<1lled and 8U>IO•ng Traces, Farrne1 

@ $<1.les ~ec;~r,.r.1ans. Ch:oncal 

0 LaOoter Fai.:Tvy "'1orKer W~ lt,.,S.> 

I@ G .. ne•a1 Serv,c,;. €"'0•0:«1ees 

1~1~:::=--
Write number I I i Wnte number ~I What is your approximate monthly 

take·home pay? (Not including 
your partner's income.) 

i I What is your birth 

i Religious Preference 
1

1 I position in you. ' here and w here----~ ' 

g~rke,n Yc~~~les @@I How many i G)@ 
G) G) months have ! Q G) 

How many ; 0) G) you known ) G.) (]) 
~:~~::~e i G) \Tl your partner? : G) Q) 

G) 
G) $200c·rle$S 
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G) 5..\01 ·600 

0 S601·600 

G) 5801·1000 

0 5!001·1200 

8 51201·1.lOO 

G) $1401·16('0 

CV o~er S 1600 

: I family? 

·1' © ;.ynosuc I. I r How many children 
G) 6ati1,~1 I t f 1n your family? 

0 Ce<"o'"' 1 0~ Oo, 
10 c'""'"" i 0 \l! ,., 

married? G) (V 00 ~ Iese than 1· Q Q 
©0 1 month G)G) 

~:ar!i five G) G) 05 ~ S months © G) 

G) G) jlf married. how i 0 G) 
(!)@ many months?} i G) G) 

00 100 

1

0 Eoiscooa1 ! G) G) Three 

G) Jew•sfl I @@ cour 

@ Lull'le•an ! 0 © Five 

! 0 Me!h0d1st i ©@ Six 

I G) Otl'le: P•otesrnnt i () 0 Seven 

I G) Ot"e' : G)@ Eognt 

] CV G) Nine 

! G)@ Ten or more 
What was the general reaction of your I RACE ----. r- friends to your Plans to marry? 0 Atro--<roeric,:in ,g1acr.1 

Marital Status 
G) What was 

~I your p. arent's 
\.!JI general 
G) reaction to 

©@ '/ery P0s•l111.:> 1 (D ;.s1an·.:.mer•can 

0 Q Pos•t111e i ::Z:: Cau.:as.an '."ll"r!e1 
Is the woman pregnant? 

C!J! ~~::r~5 
@: 
©; 

I 

CURRENT 
l.IVING ARRANGEMENT 

8 L·11e .llcne 

@ '1\'1th oarenis 

CD 'N•th p;i.,.,,,, 

0 '""'"''''"' 

12) Q Neu1•a1 G .:i...,,.,,.::an •n<:J•.lr 

(V @ \lega1111e ''.i) Soan.s/'I Desc~.,, 

G) G) Very Nei;ia1111e : @ Otrier ==i 

Paren-ts Marital Status 

0 Marrreo ano lovon9 1oge1her 

0 St>oarated 

(D D•11otced and s1ngJe. Dotn 

Q C':vcr:::e\J ano remar'red ::iotr 

I Where did you live most .of your life? 

f f Where do you currently live? 

00°"" 
@Ci) ;:;u,a1ou1not'arrn 

Q (i) ~c.,,n .?'=00 oec:Jie 

0 

y 
0 
u 
R 

0) Q rL'wn .:soo 10 1 
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