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ABSTRACT 

The study reports on the refinement of the Interper

sonal Relationship Scale, a new semantic differential meas

ure for assessing interpersonal relationship adjustment. 

The 120 item scale was designed for use in marital and other 

dyadic relationships. Despite widespread criticism of the 

concept of adjustment, the study proceeds from the position 

that a new measure which is theoretically grounded, relevant, 

valid, and reliable is necessary since marital and other 

relationships continue to be researched. In this study, 

predictive, content, concurrent, and construct validity as 

well as high scale reliability is reported utilizing a sam

ple of 94 counseling and noncouseling subjects. It is con

cluded that the IRS is instrumental in assessing interper

sonal relationship adjustment, but some methodological 

issues still remain unresolved. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM 

Family researchers are becoming increasingly aware of 

the importance and difficulty of developing well designed 

research projects. They direct their attention toward such 

tasks as selecting the sample to eliminate contaminating 

variables, rigidly operationally defining the concepts 

involved, and generating hypotheses from a firm theoretical 

foundation. Murray Straus (1964) indicates, however, that 

one of the most crucial and neglected areas in research 

design is the development of adequate and proven research 

instruments: 

New techniques seem to be generated only as 
by products of a particular substantive investiga
tion without concern for developing a standardized 
instrument, and there is a corresponding failure 
to use existing techniques in other investigations. 
Thus, eighty per cent of the instruments surveyed 
have to the writer's knowledge never been used 
beyond the original study for which they were 
designed, and the few which have escaped this 
oblivion have been mostly used by only one addi
tional investigator. 

This is an unfortunate state of affairs, 
because only by cumulative use can the validity 
of an instrument be established or rejected. It 
reflects a combination of circumstances. Out
standing among them is the vicious circle set up 
by failure to see the need for, and devote tine 
to, developing standardized general purpose 
instruments (p. 368). 

Spanier (1976) argues the continuing need for adequate meas

ures, including those of the paper and pencil type, in order 



to assess the quality of adjustment in marital relationships 

and variant family structures. 

Many of the instruments reviewed by Straus (1964) have 

been developed in an effort to measure marital relation

ships. Dating back to Hamilton's (1929) classic study, 

marital adjustment research has revealed many measures which 

purported to assess the quality of marital relationships. 

Throughout the history of this effort, there has been a 

great deal of criticism of the measurement techniques 

involved. 

Confusion of Terminology 

The concept of relationship adjustment has taken a 

prominent place in the study of marriage and family rela

tionships. Despite widespread criticism of adjustment and 

related concepts (Spanier, 1976; Hicks and Piatt, 1970; Nye 

and MacDougall, 1959), these labels frequently have been 

used as the dependent variable in family research. From the 

early Hamilton study (1929) to a recent investigation by 

Spanier (1976), the labeling of the subjective feelings 

about marriage relationships has been an issue. Hamilton, 

for example, discussed marital success in terms of marital 

adjustment and satisfaction. Spanier (1976) reports theo

retical and empirical validation of four components of 

including dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic con

sensus and affectional expression. Burgess and Locke (1945) 

also supported the multi-dimensional nature of relationships 



when they stated that satisfaction with marriage is not by 

itself an adequate measure of success, for either husband or 

wife may be dissatisfied in a relationship where there is 

not conflict or incompatibility, or they may be highly sat

isfied in a union where the problems of adjustment have been 

solved. 

The term "happiness" also has been researched, but has 

received criticism because of its subjective nature, its 

susceptibility to socially desirable responses, and its use 

as a component of successful marriage as well as a single 

criterion. However, other terms such as satisfaction, suc

cess, stability, and adjustment are equally subject to crit

icism (Hicks and Piatt, 1970). Such criticism has led 

researchers to attempt to fit all current knowledge into a 

comprehensive framework, tailored to the subjective quality 

of interpersonal relationships, especially marriage. Burr 

(1973) presents a complex model to explain marital satisfac

tion by integrating the factors mentioned in several previ

ously used schemes (symbolic interaction, exchange theory, 

and balance theory). 

As previously mentioned, Spanier (1976) has theoreti

cally and empirically verified four components of marital 

and dyadic adjustment. The instrument used for this research 

was a composite of all instruments ever used to measure 

marital adjustment or similar concepts (Spanier, 1976). 

Researchers have attempted to specify the dimensions of 



relationships in order that definitional conceptualizations 

agree with the imagery in the minds of people. Differing 

terminology, however, has confused empirical concept 

imagery. The lack of universal meaning of indicators and 

concepts is an inherent difficulty in the measurement of 

family properties (Nye and Rushing, 1969). Although writers 

such as Lively (1969) have suggested that the use of such 

ambiguous and socially desirable concepts be abandoned, it 

is clear that this advice has not been heeded since a pleth

ora of studies on this subjective state has been published 

since these criticisms appeared. 

Hereafter in this study, the subjective feeling state 

of relationships, including marital relationships, shall be 

referred to as interpersonal relationship adjustment. This 

label coincides with much of the literature which addresses 

adjustment in relationships other than the marital dyad 

(Spanier, 1976). 

Construct Measurement 

Research has been concerned with the subjective feeling 

about the state of relationships - whether that is labeled 

happiness, satisfaction, success, or adjustment (Hicks and 

Piatt, 1970). These phenomena are very personal and diffi

cult to measure with the tools that are presently available 

to social scientists. Nevertheless, many of the instruments 

reviewed attempt to measure these concepts (Bowerman, 1957; 

Burgess and Cottrell, 1939; Locke and Wallace, 1959; Manson 



and Lerner, 1962a; Manson and Lerner, 1962b; Terman, 1938; 

Nye and MacDougall, 1959; and Spanier, 1976). The measures 

have asked for such things as estimates of the amount of 

agreement and disagreement between spouses on important 

issues in family life (Burgess and Cottrell, 1939; Terman, 

1938; Spanier, 1976), direct statements about what kind of 

adjustment the spouses have made to each other in marriage 

(Bowerman, 1957), and estimates of how much the subject con

fides in his/her spouse (Locke and Wallace, 1959). Manson 

and Lerner (1962a) depart from this pattern slightly by ask

ing the respondents to indicate whether 257 descriptive 

items, all of them negative or undesirable, are characteris

tic of one or the other of the spouses or both. 

This description of the items typical of such measures 

is, of course, limited. A more detailed study of each of 
« 

the instruments reveals that there are some items that were 

intended to measure differing combinations of satisfaction, 

happiness, or adjustment. Also, investigators have often 

rather freely borrowed from one another in the construction 

of their instruments. 

Multiple Area Measures 

The construction of measures that probe multiple areas 

of the relationship proved troublesome for researchers. for 

example, in one of the earlier studies of marital adjustment 

Landis (1946) found thac some adjustments are made sooner 

than others, and that total adjustment is related to the 



number of areas in which adjustment is not satisfactory. 

Bowerman (1957) studied the relationship between adjustment 

in nine areas and total adjustment, and found that different 

areas did contribute in varying degrees to total adjustment. 

His results showed that the areas tended to cluster into 

three groups: family-centered activities, person-centered 

activities, and people and relationships outside the immedi

ate family group. Those areas in the first group made the 

highest contribution to adjustment, and those in the third 

group were of virtually no importance, thus, implying that 

global overall measures of the marital relationship may be 

inadequate. 

The majority of the instruments reviewed probe differ

ent areas of the relationship, but an important distinction 

must be made between two types of multiple area measures. A 

large group of measures were not designed to probe different 

content areas as much as they focused on getting measures of 

different concepts (adjustment, happiness, and satisfaction) 

over more or less general aspects of the relationship 

(Terman, 1938; Burgess and Cottrell, 1939). Other research

ers tried to get a measure of a single criterion over sev

eral content areas (Bowerman, 1957; Spanier, 1976; Manson 

and Lerner, 1962a; and Locke and Wallace, 1959). 

Weighting Methods 

The attempt to measure the variety of elements that go 

to make up a marriage relationship brings with it several 



problems, not the least of which is deciding the propor

tional values to assign to each of the component parts. 

This is the problem of weighting. Numerous weighting 

schemes have been proposed for individual scales. Hamilton 

(1929) used the simple technique of arbitrarily doubling the 

score of one of his thirteen items. Using complicated sta

tistical techniques, Terman (1938) assigned weights on the 

basis of an internal consistency item analysis. Each item 

was weighted on the basis of two criteria: the average mag

nitude of its correlation with each of the other items, and 

the size of the husband-wife correlation (Terman, 1938). 

Kelly (1939) found the weights to be valid with a sample 

from New England (i.e., different from Terman's California 

sample). 

Burgess and Cottrell (1939) used a simpler method of 

weighting and then compared that method with Terman's (1939) 

more complex procedure and also with their own arbitrary 

weights. Their simplified procedure, which involved weight

ing an item according to the percentage of the items that 

those who marked they were very happy also marked a particu

lar response, correlated very highly (r = .90) with Terman's 

(1939) method. They concluded that the value of their 

weighting procedure was simply a check on their arbitrary 

weights. 

Hurvitz (1959), whose satisfaction score is based on 

the difference between subject's ranking of a set of roles 
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on the basis of their importance to him and another set of 

rankings done by spouse based on the order in which they are 

effectively performed, summed the cube root of the differ

ence between the rankings to get the satisfaction score. By 

using the cube root instead of the simple difference he was 

able to minimize the small differences and maximize the 

large ones. Another method is presented by Nye and 

MacDougall (1959) who used a Guttman scaling technique. 

Locke (1951) took a step toward differentiating the 

weights according to groups when he assigned distinct 

weights for males and females. Blood and Wolfe (1960) made 

the weights even more personalized by asking each subject to 

rank herself on how important the five areas covered in the 

instrument were for her marriage. These personalized rank

ings were then used in assigning weights. 

Despite attempts to improve the effectiveness of 

weighting schemes, three major weaknesses of the above men

tioned procedures exist: 1) weight values are arbitrarily 

assigned to the items, 2) the same set of weights is forced 

on every subject, and 3) a self-rating of the importance of 

the items is imposed on each respondent. A further diffi

culty in weighting measures is that weighted and unweighted 

summative scores usually result in a reasonably high corre

lation (Nunnally, 1967; Spanier, 1976). 

Interestingly, one author argues that the technique of 

ra easurement can make a contribution to weighting. Osgood, 



Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) maintain that the semantic dif

ferential as a technique of measurement is sensitive enough 

to permit weighting of each item separately for each person 

but without forcing a ranking on the items which may distort 

the magnitude of the differences. It is able to do so 

because information is generated by the intensity of the 

subject's feelings about behavior all along the possible 

range of performance of the item, as well as about the con

sequences of deviation from the norm. Assuming its valid

ity, the semantic differential allows a greater sensitivity 

to variables that determine how important an item will be to 

the person taking the scale. 

Measurement Techniques 

A common concern in marital measurements involved the 

likelihood of getting only those responses that the subjects 

deem socially desirable. In response to this confounding 

variable, investigators have tried a variety of ways to dis

guise relationship measures. Two main approaches have been 

pursued. The first has been to disguise the purpose of the 

test, even though the items may be rather direct probes of 

some aspect of marriage, and the second has been to use pro

jective techniques in which the measure requires some degree 

of interpretation on the part of the investigator. Perhaps 

the most common way of disguising the purpose of the test 

has been to obtain rather direct measures of two variables 
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and to then combine the two measures to generate a relation

ship score. 

Kirkpatrick (1937), with his Family Interest Scale, 

compared two sets of activities marked as ones the individ

ual enjoyed alone and ones he/she enjoyed with the spouse. 

Taves (1948) found the measure to be less subject to dis

tortion than the Terman Marital Happiness Scale (1938). 

Bernard (1933) compared three lists of adjectives, one said 

to be desirable in marriage, another said to be character

istic of the spouse, and a third set that the subject 

marked as being not desirable in marriage. More recently, 

Hurvitz (1959) compared a ranking of subject's expectations 

for his spouse's role performance with the spouse's self-

evaluation of the role performance. 

Projective techniques also have been used in the anal

ysis of marital relationships. At least two researchers 

have followed the suggestion made by Terman and Wallin 

(1949) and have applied sentence completion techniques to 

the measurement of the marital relationship (Inselburg, 

1964; Manson and Lerner, 1962b). In each of the tests, many 

of the sentences are structured to get directly at marital 

issues. Examples of the sentences are: "In-laws are ,' 

"If only my wife ," and "I feel ashamed when ". 

All of the instruments reviewed try in some way to insure 

against the possibility that the respondent would answer 

dishonestly in order to present a socially desirable picture 



11 

of oneself. This human tendency certainly is operating to 

some degree whenever people are asked to reveal things about 

themselves, especially in an area as sensitive as marriage. 

However, Hawkins (1968) found that the correlation between 

scores of the Locke-Wallace instrument (1959) and the 

Marlowe Crown Social Desirability scores, though signifi

cant, was fairly low. He then concluded that social desir

ability is not a major factor in the Locke-Wallace test 

scores. Whether or not his conclusion is justified, the 

fact that the relationship, however small, does exist 

between satisfaction scores and social desirability scores, 

suggests that efforts to minimize the effect of that con

founding variable may be useful. 

Criticisms of Marital Measures 

Researchers have discussed some of the most common and 

significant criticisms of marital relationship measurements. 

The following summary is a composite list from numerous 

sources: 

1. Many of the instruments lend themselves to distor

tions due to the human tendency to give socially desirable 

responses (Spanier, 1976; Ellis, 1948; Straus, 1964; 

Kirkpatrick, 1963). 

2. Even though the respondent may not consciously lie 

about his/her answers, the direct approach of most of the 

instruments taps only one's most conscious and accepted 

attitudes, and may fail to tap unconscious or unfaced 
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feelings which, even though the subject may not be aware of 

their presence, may be more related to actual satisfaction 

and adjustment than to one's conscious feelings (Straus, 

1964; Waller and Hill, 1951). 

3. Sampling procedures usually have limited those on 

whom the instruments were tested to volunteer subjects, 

mainly drawn from college or professional people (Waller 

and Hill, 1951; Straus, 1964; Hicks and Piatt, 1970; 

Spanier, 19 76). 

4. Most of the instruments were developed hurriedly 

as a means to an end with inadequate, if any, reliability 

testing, validation, or standardization (Spanisr, 1976; 

Waller and Hill, 1951; Kirkpatrick, 1955; Straus, 1964; 

Hicks and Piatt, 1970). Only one of the scales was specif

ically designed and validated for use with dyads other than 

married couples (Spanier, 1976). 

5. Validation studies in many cases have only tested 

the operation of what Ellis (1948) has called "differential 

subgroup bias." He defines differential subgroup bias as 

the "tendency of one biased subgroup of a sample population 

to consistently answer questionnaire variable in the direc

tion of their biases" (p. 716) and for another subgroup to 

do the same. Even validation by criterion groups rated by 

outside observers (a method which has been used fairly fre

quently) may only reflect that the observer has heard the 

same sort of verbalizations that were revealed on the 
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questionnaire (Waller and Hill, 1951; Straus, 1964; 

Kirkpatrick, 1963). 

6. Reliability coefficients, likewise, may only 

reflect the tendency to answer questionnaires in a consis

tent manner (Waller and Hill, 1951; Straus, 1964; 

Kirkpatrick, 1963). 

7. The devices tend to reflect American middle class 

values, and as such may be only measuring conservatism and 

conventionality (Spanier, 1976; Waller and Hill, 1951; 

Kirkpatrick, 1963). 

8. There is a halo effect in the reaction of h uman 

beings that may disguise an uneven profile of their rela

tionships by causing the responses to one stimulus to carry 

over to other stimuli (Waller and Hill, 1951; Kirkpatrick, 

1963). 

9. Many measures are designed to determine a couple 

satisfaction score while, in reality, correlations between 

husband and wife scores may be rather low (Terman, 1938; 

Hicks and Piatt, 1970). Under circumstances where collabo

ration, though discouraged, is possible, the correlations 

tend to be substantially higher (Burgess and Cottrell, 1939) 

Purpose of the Study 

In response to the importance and difficulty of devel

oping well designed family research instruments, this inves

tigation is dedicated to refine and verify an instrument 

that can be utilized by social scientists to assess the 
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subjective, personal phenomenon that is here labeled inter

personal relationship adjustment. All too seldom have 

researchers taken adequate steps to refine and improve pre

viously used instruments, or to statistically validate the 

measures being used (Hicks and Piatt, 1970; Spanier, 1976). 

The semantic differential instrument investigated in 

this study was developed by Dr. June Henton and Dr. Ronald 

Russell of the Department of Home and Family Life, Texas 

Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. The instrument was first 

utilized by Ms. Judy Longanecker (1974) in her Master's 

thesis under the direction of the above professionals. 

Dr. Henton and Dr. Russell were interested in developing an 

instrument that would give some information about the qual

ity of marital relationships. Attempting to avoid the pit

falls of previously designed measures, they, therefore, 

sought to develop an instrument that 1) broke away from 

traditional stereotypes, 2) could be used with widened sam

ples, and 3) could measure a subjective state of a marital 

relationship. Thus, it seemed the semantic differential 

technique could provide some answers to the criticisms of 

past research measures. The semantic differential allows 

for the measurement of the "meaning" of a relationship as 

it varies from person to person (Osgood, Tannenbaum, and 

Suci, 1957). Also, Osgood et al report a positive evalua

tion of the semantic differential against all standard cri

teria for measuring instruments, these being objectivity. 
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reliability, validity, sensitivity, comparability, and 

utility. 

This study then was an effort to refine and name the 

semantic differential instrument designed by Longanecker and 

to investigate the degree to which the newly named Interper

sonal Relationship Scale (IRS) is able to provide some prac

tical answers to some of the difficulties involved in the 

measurement of relationship adjustment. Using the semantic 

differential, a highly generalized technique of attitudinal 

measurement, each subject's perception of his/her marital 

relationship vras tabulated and compiled to reveal an attitu

dinal profile over tv/elve areas of marriage. 

Each of the twelve areas was studied and theoretically 

grounded as a component of relationship adjustment. The 

validity and reliability of the IRS were tested, and the 

effects of such independent variables as sex, age, and 

household income were noted. Although the IRS was designed 

and tested for validity and reliability using only married 

couples, future research is planned which will assess its 

use with other dyads. 

The types of validity that were established are 

described in Psychometric Theory (Nunnally, 1967) as pre

dictive validity, content validity, construct validity 

(including concurrent) and internal consistency reliability. 

Nunnally (1967) discusses two primary concerns of validation 

which are relevant to this study. First, validity is a 
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matter of degree rather than an all-or-none property, with 

each of the above named empirical investigations being nec

essary but not sufficient for establishing validity. Thus, 

it was decided that multiple types of validity figures 

should be established in order to find the most appropriate 

estimate of validity. Secondly, whereas measures of some 

simple physical attributes may have proven their merits 

beyond questioning, most psychological measures should be 

kept under constant surveillance to see if they are behav

ing as they should. Thus, this research project involves a 

multifaceted estimate of a "snapshot" conception of the 

validity of the Interpersonal Relationship Scale as a meas

ure of relationship adjustment. 

Related Literature 

The purpose of this section is to review the literature 

that has involved relationship measures and to study the 

process of instrument validation. The review is divided 

into three parts: the criteria of relationship adjustment, 

the construction of a semantic differential measure, and the 

types of validation. 

Criteria of Relationship Adjustment 

The criteria or indicators of relationship adjustment 

as they appear in the literature have been many and varied. 

The designers of the IRS set forth twelve areas or indica

tors of marital adjustment, or of happiness as Longanecker 
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(1974) labeled it. The scheme of the IRS was derived pri

marily from Bowerman's (1964) three levels of conceptualiza

tion and from several variables (instrumental and affective) 

identified in the research review article by Hicks and Piatt 

(1970) as being related to the state of a marital relation

ship. The twelve indicators established as those that would 

best tap a subject's marital adjustment are: 1) Our Marital 

Relationship, 2) Financial Management In Our Relationship, 

3) Mate's Role Performance, 4) How My Spouse Sees Me, 5) Our 

Involvement In Social Activities, 6) How I See My Spouse, 

7) Problem Solving In Our Relationship, 8) Affection -

Sexual, 9) Affection - General, 10) Communication In Our 

Relationship, 11) Power In Our Relationship, and 12) Compan

ionship In Our Relationship. 

These twelve indicators have been mentioned in several 

classic works which substantiates their use in the IRS. 

Hamilton (1929), as many other researchers preceding 1960, 

concentrated on the demographic, personality and social var

iables suggested as possibly important for marital adjust

ment and satisfaction. Of specific interest here, his vari

ables included finances, sex experiences, affection, social 

activities, perception of self and spouse, and companionship 

Burgess and Locke (1945) suggested eight criteria for 

evaluating and measuring success in marriage. Four of the 

criteria suggested by Locke and Burgess have already been 

used as primary variables in marital research, nar.ely, 



18 

permanence, satisfaction, happiness, and adjustment. The 

remaining four criteria (conformity to social expectations, 

companionship of the pair, integration or conventionality, 

and personality growth) have been used more often as indi

vidual factors in the relationship. Waller and Hill (1951) 

severely criticize this scheme because of the difficulty of 

behaviorally quantifying the concepts and the likelihood of 

certain criteria to rate conservative and conventional fami

lies high and scoring low the geographically mobile and less 

conventional. 

In his attempt to provide a useful framework for meas

urement, Bowerman (1964) outlined a scheme which included 

three levels of adjustment. The first level dealt with 

three levels of adjustment: a family-centered area, a 

person-centered area, and an area centered outside of the 

immediate family. The second level of conceptualization 

was concerned with three types of orientation toward the 

spouse, corresponding with the aspects of the relationship 

which are significant in the original mate selection proc

ess and in determining later satisfaction. These were: 

1) affectional orientation - feelings of love, affection, 

closeness, 2) associational orientation - enjoyment of 

being with, companionship, and 3) norm and value orien ta-

tion - respect for the other as a person. The second level 

also dealt with attitudes toward the way in which the mar

riage itself has affected important segments of their life 
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such as range of social activities. The third and last 

level referred to the summary evaluation which individuals 

made of their marriage in its entirety. 

The Locke-Wallace Scale (1959) involves finances, 

recreation, affection, friends, sexual relations, conven

tionality, philosophy of life, in-laws, perceived quality 

and permanence of the relationship, problem solving, confid

ing in mate, and shared activities and interests. These 

items had appeared earlier in the research and appear again, 

nearly verbatum, in more recent research by Spanier (1976). 

Blood and Wolfe (1960) examined the structure of 909 

husband-wife relationships in terms of both the relative 

dominance of the two partners in decision making and the 

participation of each in household tasks. They report on 

the major stresses and satisfactions most husbands and wives 

find in their marriage together. Factors reported to influ

ence satisfaction include traditional variables such as 

economic sustenance, childbearing, and power, and some 

rather contemporary factors such as emotional support, love, 

and affection. 

The institutional and companionship type marriages 

postulated by family sociologists differ in the emphasis 

placed on instrumental vs. affective factors (Hicks and 

Piatt, 1970). While key variables predictive of happiness 

in the institutional marriage are adherence to traditional 

role specifications, customs and mores, occupational-income-
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educational statuses, similarities between husband and wife, 

and religiosity, the primary factors of happiness in the 

companionship marriage are quite different. The primary 

indicators in the companionship marriage are expressive 

aspects of the relationship such as esteem, affection, 

sexual enjoyment, companionship, and communication. Hicks 

and Piatt (1970) suggest other important factors in marital 

adjustment including the amount of conflict and agreement, 

shared activities, perceived happiness and permanence of the 

marriage, personality factors, wife's employment, role con

gruence, and life cycle stages. 

Burr (1970) presents six specific areas of marital 

experience including: 1) the way finances are handled, 

2) the couple's social activities, 3) the way spouse per

forms household tasks, 4) companionship in marriage, 

5) sexual interaction, and 6) relationships with children. 

These areas of experience were integrated from the many 

studies Burr reviewed in his attempt to design an extensive 

researc h model of marital satisfaction 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale involves four individual 

subscales, each represented by specific relationship cri

teria (Spanier, 1976). The dyadic consensus subscale 

involves agreement on finances, recreation, religious mat

ters, friends, conventionality, philosophy of life, in-laws 

and parents, goals, shared time and interests, decision 

making, household tasks, leisure activities and career 
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decisions. Dyadic satisfaction was represented by the fre

quency of conflict and tension in the relationship and the 

perception of the quality and permanence of the relation

ship. Mutual activities and effective communication exem

plify the dyadic cohesion subscale. Items dealing with 

demonstrations of affection and sexual relations were indi

cators of affectional expression, the fourth subscale. The 

number of items for each of the subscales were 13, 10, 5 and 

4, respectively, totaling 32 items in the scale (Spanier, 

1976). 

Listed below is a summary of the major studies that 

substantiate the twelve indicators of the subjective feeling 

toward marital and other relationships as reported by 

Longanecker (1974): 

1. Our Marital Relationship (Hicks and Piatt, 1970; 
Locke and Wallace, 1959; Spanier, 1976). 

2. Financial Management In Our Relationship (Burr, 
1970; Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Spanier, 1976). 

3. Mate's Role Performance (Burr, 1970; Hicks and 
Piatt, 1970; Spanier, 1976). 

4. How My Spouse Sees Me (Hicks and Piatt, 1970; 
Spanier, 1976). 

5 

8 

Our Involvement In Social Activities (Burr, 1970; 
Hicks and Piatt, 1970; Spanier, 1976). 

How I See My Spouse (Hicks and Piatt, 1970; 
Spanier, 1976). 

Problem Solving In Our Relationship (Spanier, 
1976; Blood and Wolfe, 1960). 

Affection - Sexual (Burr, 1970; Hicks and Piatt, 
1970; Spanier, 1976). 
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9. Affection - General (Hicks and Piatt, 1970; 
Spanier, 1976; Locke and Wallace, 1959). 

10. Communication In Our Relationship (Kicks and 
Piatt, 1970; Spanier, 1976; Blood and Wolfe, 
1960), 

11. Power In Our Relationship (Blood and Wolfe, 1960; 
Spanier, 1976). 

12. Companionship In Our Relationship (Burr, 1970; 
Hicks and Piatt, 1970; Spanier, 1976). 

Construction of a Semantic Differential Measure 

The semantic differential is one of several methods 

used to measure attitudes of individuals toward other indi

viduals or objects. It consists of concepts and scales of 

bipolar adjectives which measure, or judge, the concepts. 

The concepts are the stimuli and the scales of bipolar 

adjectives record the response. Because there are no 

standard concepts or universal scales to measure all the 

phenomena, the semantic differential is "a highly general

ized technique" (Osgood et al, 1957). That is, the con

cepts and scales employed in each particular investigation 

vary according to the purpose of the research project. 

Most authorities agree that attitudes are generally 

learned and implicit. More important, however, attitudes 

are tendencies of approach or avoidance, or more simply, 

favorable or unfavorable predispositions (Allport, 1967). 

Attitudes have both direction and intensity and, conse

quently, should be adaptable to some basic bipolar contin

uum with a neutral zero or reference point. Assuming that 
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attitudes are predisposed toward an evaluative response, the 

semantic differential attempts to quantitatively scale atti

tudes on this basis. The functional process supporting the 

semantic differential technique may be summarized this way: 

" the selection of successive alternatives 
gradually eliminates uncertainty as to the object 
being thought about, so selection among succes
sive pairs of common verbal opposites should 
gradually isolate the meaning of the stimulus 
sign. To increase the sensitivity of our instru
ment, we may insert a scale between each pair of 
terms, so that the subject can indicate both the 
direction and intensity of each judgment (Osgood 
et al, 1957, 19-20). 

Each scale consists of two bipolar adjectives with 

seven designated spaces between the two adjectives. One 

adjective has a positive connotation and the other has a 

negative connotation. The seven spaces represent different 

degrees of intensity in the association of the adjective 

with the concept, that is, the closer the space to the 

adjective, the stronger is the association of the adjective 

with the concept. The middle, or fourth space, represents 

a neutral or zero reference point. Each individual of the 

sample population is then requested to check the space 

which best describes his/her feelings of the adjective in 

relation to the concept. Each space is assigned a numeri

cal value according to one of two patterns for analysis. 

First, the spaces may be numbered one through seven, with 

the adjective with a positive connotation receiving a pro

gressively larger numerical value and the neutral reference 

point assigned the value four. Or the neutral point may be 
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given the value of zero, with the extreme positive pole 

receiving the value of positive three and the extreme nega

tive pole receiving the value of negative three. The par

ticular pattern adopted for analysis is dependent on which 

pattern the investigator feels will yield the most produc

tive findings for his/her purpose. 

However, for the results of any measurement to be of 

real value in statistical inference, the investigator needs 

to know how much confidence he/she can place in that meas

urement. It must be evaluated against standard criteria for 

measuring instruments, these being objectivity, reliability, 

validity, sensitivity, comparability, and utility. The 

original designers* evaluation of the semantic differential 

technique follows: 

1. Objectivity. A method is objective to the extent 
that the operations of measurement and means of 
arriving at conclusions can be made explicit and 
hence reproducible. The means of arriving at the 
results, from the collection of check-marks on 
scales to the location of concept points in seman
tic space and the production of conceptual struc
tures, are completely objective. This procedure 
completely eliminates the idiosyncrasies of the 
investigator in arriving at the final index of 
meaning. 

Reliability. The conventional notion of reliabil
ity in psychological and educational measurements 
focuses on how consistently individuals are ranked 
in successive applications of the instrument, i.e., 
upon the magnitude of the correlation between test 
and retest for the factor analysis were collected, 
40 of the 1000 items were selected at random and 
repeated. None of the subjects were aware that 
this had been done. The reliability coefficient 
was .85. 
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Validity. An instrument is said to be valid when 
it measures what it is supposed to measure. The 
semantic differential is proposed as an instrument 
for measuring meaning. All of the data collected 
on several problems display convincing face valid
ity and behavioral validity. 

Sensitivity. An instrument is sensitive to the 
degree that it renders discriminations commensurate 
with the natural units of the material being stud
ied. Some evidence was found suggesting that a 
semantic differential can tease out nuances in mean 
ing which are clearly felt but hard to verbalize 
deliberately. 
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A major criticism of the semantic differential is 
that it only gets at connotative meaning, not deno
tative meaning. This is a limitation of the 
ins trument. 

6. Utility. The development of an adequate method of 
measuring something opens up inexhaustible possi
bilities for application. The semantic differen
tial can be used to compile a functional lexicon 
of connotative meaning, a quantified thesaurus. 
It can be used as a generalized multidimensional 
attitude test. It can be used as an instrument to 
measure changes in nieaning, and also as a means of 
scoring TAT reactions (Snider and Osgood, 1969, 
p. 34-35). 

The designers of the IRS were convinced that the seman

tic differential technique could be applied to the measure-

me nt of attitudes in marriage. Since the subjective feel

ings in a marital relationship varied from individual to 

individual, it seemed that a measurement of meaning was 
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required to assess such predispositions. The semantic dif

ferential was such a technique. As a result, a semantic 

differential instrument was constructed to measure the mari

tal relationship. The semantic differential measure was 

first utilized by Longanecker (1974) to measure the meaning 

of marital happiness for 29 dual-career and 46 single-career 

couples. The positive correlation between scores on the 

semantic differential measure and the Locke-Wallace Short 

Marital Adjustment Scale offers some evidence that the for

mer may be a valid measure. 

Two other studies utilizing the semantic differential 

are of particular interest to the present research. One 

was an investigation by Kelly (1941) on marital compatibil

ity in which a form of the semantic differential was 

included with other tests administered to 182 husband-wife 

pairs. Kelly's (1941) investigation involved the relation

ship between an individual's rating of satisfaction in mar

riage and his/her rating of certain personality traits of 

self and spouse. He found that the personal satisfaction 

experienced by a husband or wife in the marriage relation

ship was significantly related both to the individual's 

self-regard and to his/her judgment of superiority or infe

riority of his own personality in comparison to that of the 

spouse. 

In a second study, Alego (1973) used a semantic dif

ferential scale to measure caregivers' attitudes toward the 
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alcoholic. His sample consisted of 129 police officers, 50 

student nurses, and 8 clinical psychologists and psychia

trists, who made judgments on four concept areas: normal 

woman, normal man, alcoholic woman, alcoholic man. These 

utilizations of the semantic differential confirm this 

researcher's belief that the semantic differential as a 

measurement of meaning may become a valuable tool in assess

ing many variables in the study of relationships. 

Types of Validation 

Nunnally (1967) describes three major purposes of psy

chological measures: 1) establishment of a functional 

relationship with a particular variable, 2) representation 

of a specified universe of content, and 3) measurement of 

psychological traits. These parallel the three types of 

validity: predictive validity, content validity, and con

struct validity (Nunnally, 1967). Corresponding with 

Nunnally's (1967) discussion, three types of validity (pre

dictive, content, and construct) and internal consistency 

reliability were investigated using the Interpersonal 

Relationship Scale as a measure of interpersonal relation

ship adjustment in marriage. 

An issue concerning validity is the labeling process. 

Other authors have called the three types of validity dis

cussed in this project by different names. Nunnally (1967) 

notes that predictive validity has been referred to as 

empirical validity, statistical validity, and criterion 
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related validity; content validity has been referred to as 

intrinsic validity, circular validity, relevance, and repre

sentativeness; and construct validity has included concur

rent validity, trait validity, and factorial validity. One 

frequently used term is "face validity" which concerns the 

extent to which an instrument looks like it measures what it 

is intended to measure. Any instrument that is intended to 

have content validity should meet that standard. Thus, face 

validity can be considered one aspect of content validity, 

which concerns the final inspection of the instrument 

(Nunnally, 1967). On the other hand there are instruments 

which look as though they should correlate well with a cri

terion although the correlation is close to zero, and there 

are many instruments that bear no obvious relationship to a 

criterion but actually correlate well with the criterion 

(Nunnally, 1967). Face validity seems, therefore, irrel

evant . 

Despite differences in labeling, most statisticians are 

in agreement on the statistical methods required no esta h 

lish validity (Kerlinger, 1964; Nunnally, 1967; Anastasi, 

1968). The evidence for establishing validity are outlined 

and used with reasonable clarity. However, the specific 

statistics to be used are selected according to the purpose 

of the research project. 

Predictive validity is an issue when the purpose is to 

use an instrument to estimate some important form of 
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behavior (a criterion). Primarily it consists of correlat

ing scores on the predictor test with scores on the crite

rion variable. The size of the comparison is a direct 

indication of the amount of validity. If mean scores of a 

sample are used in applied situations, only a modest corre

lation of .30 and .40 can be expected (Nunnally, 1967). 

Another form of establishing this type of validity is to 

examine the test scores over the two variables to see if 

those who score higher are, for example, more adjusted. 

Content validity is a judgment of the representative

ness of the items in the universe of property being meas

ured. Content validity is most properly ensured by the 

plan of content and the plan of constructing items. The 

plan and procedures of construction should include: 

1) random sampling of a domain of content to get a repre

sentative collection of content, 2) ordering the items, 

3) oral or written instructions to subjects, and 4) trans

formation of content into items. One post-examination of 

content validity is to evaluate each of the test's items 

for their relevance to understanding the phenomenon being 

measured, and have colleagues do the same. Circumstantial 

evidence obtained from an analysis of the data is another 

often used method of estimating content validity. Analysis 

of the data to support content validity include: 1) a 

moderate level of internal consistency among items within 

the test, 2) test-retest on either side of training to see 
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if scores increased as expected, and 3) correlating item 

scores on different tests purporting to measure much the 

same thing. 

Construct validity involves what constructs or factors 

lie behind variance in the dependent variable, for example 

relationship adjustment. This explanation of individual 

differences in test scores can be established in several 

ways. Two common methods of establishing construct valid

ity are correlating measures that purport to measure the 

same thing, and correlating scores within a single instru

ment. The first method involves correlating measures pur

porting to measure the same construct. A high correlation 

means they measure the same thing but there is not cer

tainty that either test measures what the researcher thinks 

it is measuring (Nunnally, 1967). 

In the second method, item or subscale scores are 

correlated and factor analyzed with total scores of a 

single instrument. In an applied situation, the test of 

how well different supposed concepts of a construct "go 

together" is the extent to which they have similar curves 

of relationship with a treatment variable such as marital 

counseling. The measures or subscales that most consis

tently behave as the majority of measures can be said to 

have the most construct validity. A high correlation 

between concepts in no way insures that it is legitimate to 

employ the construct name that motivated the research. In 
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other words, consistency is necessary, but must be coupled 

with predictive evidence in order that the researcher may 

label a construct, such as relationship adjustment. 

Internal consistency reliability, often included as 

part of construct validity, will also be established for the 

IRS. The theory of error measurement involves the repro

ducibility of the scores on the test with the distribution 

of the scores being expected to be normally distributed 

about the true (average) score due to random error measure

ment. The wider the spread of obtained scores about the 

true score, the greater the error in employing the type of 

instrument. The standard deviation of the distribution of 

errors for each person would be an index of the amount of 

error. The standard deviation should be similar for each 

person, and one standard deviation of errors could typify 

the standard error of measurement (Nunnally, 1967). The 

calculation of a split-half internal consistency coeffi

cient and the correlation of test-retest scores are two 

common methods of establishing reliability, although there 

are additional means. The resulting correlation from the 

split-half method often is corrected by an appropriate 

formula such as in the Spearman-Brown technique. 

Research Questions 

The literature related to this research project r.nd the 

present knowledge about the IRS as a measure of interpersonal 

relationship adjustment had produced some questions about 
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this instrument. Research questions about the IRS that 

were studied in this investigation include: 

1. Will predictive validity be established through a 
comparison of married couples who are currently in 
counseling versus those who are deemed well 
adj usted? 

Will family professionals generally agree that the 
twelve components identified in the IRS are compo
nents of interpersonal relationship adjustment, 
thus establishing content validity for the IRS? 

Will there be a high degree of concurrent validity 
between the Interpersonal Relationship Scale and 
the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976)? 

What is the degree to which each of the twelve com
ponents contributes to the total measurement of 
interpersonal relationships, thus determining con
struct validity? 

Is the IRS internally consistent to the extent that 
it is a reliable measure of interpersonal relation
ship adjustment? 



CHAPTER 2 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The previous chapter discussed past research as it 

related to the problem of establishing validity and relia

bility estimates for a newly designed interpersonal rela

tionship measure which is under investigation in this study. 

The discussion established the need for improved measures, 

proposed the semantic differential as a probable solution to 

several measurement problems, extracted twelve criteria of 

relationship adjustment, investigated the process of valida

tion, and identified five research questions to be answered 

regarding the IRS. This chapter, involves selection of the 

respondents, utilization of the measures, and specification 

of the procedure for examining the research questions pro

posed. This chapter also reviews a pilot study conducted 

with the IRS as a measure of interpersonal relationship 

adjustment in the marital dyad. 

Respondents 

A nonprobability, purposive sampling procedure was used 

for locating subjects for the study. Due to the nature of 

the study, persons with a variety of backgrounds, orienta

tions, and views of marriage were sought. Keeping in mind 

the need for variety in the sample, an attempt was made to 

find as many couples as possible who qualified for the 

research. 

33 
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In order to be included in the sample, respondents were 

required to meet several criteria. First, both partners of 

the couple had to agree to participate in the study before 

either was selected. Secondly, the couple had to be mar

ried and present themselves as marital partners at the time 

of the data collection. A final criterion involved the 

necessity that couples follow one of two subsample classifi

cations: counseling or noncounseling. Counseling indicated 

that the couple was presently participating in counseling 

for marital problems. The noncounseling group consisted of 

couples who were not receiving marital counseling at the 

time of the data collection. Information concerning whether 

or not the subjects were presently participating in marital 

counseling was confirmed by the data obtained in the ques

tionnaire . 

This investigator sought the cooperation of several 

counseling agencies, family service agencies, and religious 

organizations in Lubbock, Texas, and the surrounding area 

in conducting the study. Officials of the agencies were 

asked to administer the questionnaire to clients who would 

meet the criteria mentioned previously as they participated 

in a counseling session, educational meeting, or other 

activities. Respondents were provided by the following 

agencies: Southwest Center Counseling, Family Life Counsel

ing, Family Services Association, Marriage and Family Coun

seling Associates, Southwest Christian Counseling Center, 
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Vandelia Church of Christ, and St. Elizabeth's Catholic 

Church, all of Lubbock, and United Methodist Church of 

Petersburg, Texas. 

Data were collected from a sample population of 18 

counseling couples and 29 couples who were not participating 

in marital counseling at the time of the data collection. 

The researcher believed the sample reflected a good variety 

of lifestyles. A discussion of the sample by key demo

graphic variables is provided in the following paragraphs. 

When grouped by age, as shown in Table 1, the counsel

ing subjects differed from that of the noncounseling group. 

TABLE 1. AGE AT LAST BIRTHDAY FOR COUNSELING AND NON-
COUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Characteristic Counseling Noncounseling Total Sample 

f % f % f % 

20 to 29 years 

30 to 39 years 

40 to 49 years 

50 to 59 years 

13 

6 

13 

4 

3 6 . 1 

1 6 . 7 

3 6 . 1 

1 1 . 1 

27 

24 

7 

0 

4 6 . 6 

4 1 . 4 

1 2 . 1 

0 0 . 0 

40 

30 

20 

4 

4 2 . 6 

3 1 . 9 

2 1 . 3 

4 . 3 

Mean age 36, 7 31.0 33.2 

The noncounseling subjects were concentrated into an age 

group of 20 to 39 years, and ranged only from 20-49 years of 

age. In comparison, the counseling subjects had a broader 
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range of ages, 20-59, and were clustered into two age 

groups: 20-29 years and 40-49 years. Using a t-test, the 

difference between the mean age for counseling and noncoun

seling subjects was found to be significant beyond the .01 

level. It appears, however, that a significant difference 

in the age of the subjects would not interfere with the 

calculations performed for the research questions proposed 

in the study. 

The length of marriage for the respondents varied as 

noticeably as did the age of the subjects. The computation 

of a t-test indicated that the length of marriage for non-

counseling subjects was significantly (p .05) less than 

the length of marriage for the counseling subjects. Table 2 

indicates that noncounseling couples are clustered around 

19 years and less of marriage, whereas the counseling sub

jects clustered around the 4-9 years of marriage and 20-24 

years of marriage. Also, it was interesting to note that 

while 97% of the noncounseling individuals were married for 

the first time, this was the first marriage for only 75% of 

the counseling subjects. From these data, it appears that 

when individuals participated in marital counseling, they 

most frequently participated during the early years of mar

riage (4-9 years) and the middle years of marriage (20-25 

years). Of concern also was whether or not the subjects had 

participated in marital counseling previously in their mar

riage. To this question, a "yes" response was given by nine 
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of the counseling subjects and only four of the noncounsel

ing subjects. The details of these characteristics can be 

studied in Table 2. 

TABLE 2. LENGTH OF MARRIAGE, MARITAL STATUS, AND PREVIOUS 
COUNSELING FOR COUNSELING AND NONCOUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Characteristic Counseling Noncounseling Total Sample 

f % f % f % 

Length of Marriage 
4 years and below 
5 to 9 years 
10 to 14 years 
15 to 19 years 
20 to 24 years 
25 to 29 years 
30 to 34 years 

Mean years married 14.7 11.1 12.5 

Current Marital Status 
First time married 27 75.0 56 96.6 83 88.3 
Remarried 9 25.0 2 3.4 11 11.7 

Counseling previously 
in this marriage 
Yes 9 25.0 4 6.9 13 13.8 
No 27 75.0 54 93.1 81 86.2 

6 
10 
2 
2 
10 
4 
2 

16. 7 
27.8 
5.6 
5.6 

27.8 
11. 1 
5.6 

12 
12 
18 
10 
2 
4 
0 

20. 7 
20. 7 
31.0 
17.2 
3.4 
6.9 
0.0 

18 
22 
20 
12 
12 
8 
2 

19. 1 
23.4 
21. 3 
12. 8 
12.8 
8.5 
2, 1 

When considering the highest level of education 

achieved by the respondents, both the counseling and non-

counseling groups formed a bell-shaped curve. As can be 

seen in Table 3, slightly over one-fourth of the counseling 

subjects and nearly one-half of the noncounseling subjects 

have some college or vocational training beyond a high 

school diploma. An additional one-third to one-half of both 
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groups have earned at least one college degree. As one 

moves toward the extremes of the educational continuum (from 

less than high school education to postgraduate degrees), 

the number of subjects diminish quickly. 

TABLE 3. HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION COMPLETED FOR COUNSEL
ING AND NONCOUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Characteristic 

Less than high 
school 

High school 

4 11,1 

5 13,9 

Some college or voca
tional training 10 27,8 

Bachelor's degree 9 25,0 

Some postgraduate 
work 

Master's degree 

Doctor's degree 

8.3 

4 11. 1 

2. 8 

Counseling Noncounseling Total Sample 

f % f % f % 

1 

12 

24 

10 

6 

4 

1 

1 .7 

2 0 . 7 

4 1 . 4 

1 7 . 2 

1 0 . 3 

6 . 9 

1 .7 

5 

17 

34 

19 

9 

8 

2 

5 . 3 

1 8 . 1 

3 6 . 2 

2 0 . 2 

9 . 6 

8 . 5 

2 . 1 

The high level of education attained by the subjects is 

apparent also in the types of occupations they fill (See 

Table 4). The questionnaire provided the nine classifica

tions of occupations listed in the U.S. Department of Labor 

(1965), Dictionary of Occupational Titles. Each subject was 

asked to list the title of his/her position and to check the 

corresponding occupational classification or an "other" 

category. All of the subjects who marked the "other" 
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category explained their occupation as homemaker or student 

The nineteen homemakers and five students composed approxi

mately one-third of the subjects for this study. Another 

one-third of the respondents held professional positions. 

Of the remaining third of the subjects, 15 individuals held 

clerical or sales positions, and 22 subjects were distrib

uted among the other seven occupations listed. 

TABLE 4. OCCUPATION FOR COUNSELING AND NONCOUNSELING 
SUBJECTS 

Characteristic Counseling Noncounseling Total Sample 

f % f % f % 

Professional, tech
nical, managerial 16 44.4 

Clerical and sales 7 19.4 

Homemakers 

Students 

Other classifica
tions 

6 

7 

5 

1 

4 4 . 4 

1 9 . 4 

1 3 . 9 

2 . 8 

16 

8 

14 

5 

2 7 . 6 

1 3 . 8 

2 4 . 1 

8 . 6 

32 

15 

19 

6 

3 4 . 0 

1 6 . 0 

2 0 . 2 

6 . 4 

7 19.4 15 25.8 22 23.4 

According to the data provided in Table 5 on income, it 

seems that couples participating in counseling generally had 

a higher income than did the noncounseling subjects. Com

pared to the group of counseling couples, the noncounseling 

couples began to be recorded at a lower income ($4,999 and 

below), and as the income increased over $20,000 a year, the 

number of subjects diminished sharply. Statistically, 
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however, the mean household incomes for the two subsamples 

were not significantly different. 

TABLE 5. ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME FOR COUNSELING AND NON-
COUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Characteristic Counseling Noncounseling Total Sample 

f % f % f % 

$4,999 and below 

$5,000 to $9,999 

Mean income 

0 0.0 

5,6 

$10,000 to $14,999 2 5,6 

$15,000 to $19,999 6 16,7 

$20,000 to $24,999 14 38,9 

$25,000 to $29 ,999 4 11.1 

$30,000 and above 8 22.2 

$22,388 

3 

4 

5.2 

6.9 

13 22.4 

18 31.0 

12 20.7 

4 6.9 

4 6.9 

$17,224 

3 

6 

3.2 

6.4 

15 16.0 

24 25.5 

26 27.7 

8 8.5 

12 12.8 

$19,265 

Examining other social variables, the sample appeared 

to be anglo, to be affiliated with Christian religious 

organizations, to live in small to medium sized cities, and 

to have children. Three persons in the noncounseling group 

and no persons from the counseling group were from ethnic 

backgrounds other than anglo, such as Black or Mexican-

American. All of the respondents marked a preference for a 

Christian religion (Protestant or Catholic), with five per

sons indicating no preference of denomination. These facts 

may be studied in detail in Table 6. 
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TABLE 6. OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF COUNSELING 
AND NONCOUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Characteristic Counseling Noncounseling Total Sample 

f % f % f % 

Religious preference 
Protestant 
Catholic 
No preference 

Ethnic background 
Anglo 
Negro 
Other 

33 
0 
3 

36 
0 
0 

Presence of children 
No children 
Children at home 
Children av/ay 
from home 

10 
12 

2 
Children at home and 
away from home 

Population of resid 
Rural community 
Small city or town 
Medium city 
Large city 
Metropolitan area 
(central or subur 

12 

ence 
2 

24 
8 
1 
1 

b) 

91.7 
0.0 
8.3 

100.0 
0,0 
0,0 

27, 7 
33.3 

5.5 

33.3 

5.6 
66. 7 
22.2 
2.8 
2. 8 

50 
6 
2 

55 
1 
2 

10 
42 

2 

4 

11 
1 

41 
4 
0 

86.2 
10,3 
3,4 

94.8 
1. 7 
3.4 

17.2 
72.4 

3.4 

6.8 

19.0 
1. 7 

70. 7 
8.6 
0.0 

83 
6 
5 

91 
1 
2 

20 
54 

4 

16 

13 
26 
49 
6 
1 

88.3 
6.4 
5.3 

96.8 
1. 1 
2. 1 

21.2 
57.4 

4.2 

17.0 

13. 8 
26.6 
52. 1 
6.4 
1. 1 

The counseling and noncounseling subjects differed on 

the presence of children. For the 29 noncounseling couples, 

21 had children living at home, five had no children at all, 

two couples had children living both at home and away from 

home, and only one couple had all their children living away 

from home. In contrast, for the eighteen counseling 

couples, six had children living at home, five had no 
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children, six had children living both away from home and 

at home, and again, only one couple had all their children 

living away from home. The increased frequency of counsel

ing couples reporting children living both away from home 

and at home may correspond with the frequency to which these 

couples were remarried. 

The noncounseling respondents, primarily from Lubbock, 

showed 70% of them were from a medium sized city with a 

population of 100,000 to 249,999. An additional 19% of the 

noncounseling group indicated their residence as a rural 

community with a population of 2,499 and below, such as 

Petersburg would be classified. The counseling subjects, 

however, responded differently about the population of their 

current residence. A small city of 2,500 to 99,999 was 

listed as the residence of 67% of the counseling group, and 

a medium sized city of 100,000 to 249,999 population for an 

additional 22% of the counseling subsample. 

For establishing predictive validity, 15 well adjusted 

couples were selected from the 29 noncounseling couples. A 

couple was deemed to be well adjusted when their adjustment 

score on Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale was above 

the median score for the noncounseling couples. A couple's 

adjustment score was generated by summing the husband's and 

wife's individual scores on the Scale. Thus the sample 

utilized to determine predictive validity consisted of 36 

counseling and 30 adjusted subjects, rather than the 94 
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individuals utilized in all other statistical analyses of 

this study. 

Measures 

The instrument under investigation in this study, the 

Interpersonal Relationship Scale, was originally designed by 

two family professionals. Dr. June Henton and Dr. Ronald 

Russell of Texas Tech University. This semantic differen

tial measure was utilized then by Longanecker (1974) to com

pare the subjective feelings toward marriage, e.g., happi

ness, between dual-career and single-career couples. The 

structure of the concepts used to tap' the marital relation

ship followed, in many ways, the conceptual scheme outlined 

by Bowerman (1964). As reviewed previously, Bowerman's 

scheme included three levels of conceptualization: 1) areas 

of adjustment, 2) orientation toward the spouse and atti

tudes toward the way in which the marriage itself has 

affected important segments of life, and 3) the summary 

evaluation which individuals make of their marriage in its 

entirety. 

Based on these levels of conceptualization as well as 

several variables (instrumental and affective) identified in 

a research review as being related to the state of a marital 

relationship (Hicks and Piatt, 1970), the designers estab

lished twelve different concepts that would best represent a 

subject's marital relationship. These concepts included: 

1) Our Marital Relationship, 2) Affection - Sexual, 
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3) Affection - General, 4) Our Involvement In Social Activ

ities, 5) Companionship In Our Relationship, 6) Communica

tion In Our Relationship, 7) Power In Our Relationship, 

8) Financial Management In Our Relationship, 9) Problem 

Solving In Our Relationship, 10) How I See My Spouse, 

11) How My Spouse Sees Me, and 12) Mate's Role Performance, 

Through the utilization of a factor analysis during 

their preliminary investigations, Osgood, Suci, and 

Tannenbaum (1957) found three dimensions of semantic space 

to be dominant over all other dimensions. The dimensions 

included: 1) an evaluative factor which represents the 

attitudinal factor in human thinking, 2) a potency factor 

which is concerned with power and the things associated with 

it, such as size, weight, toughness, and the like, and 

3) an activity factor concerned with the quickness, excite

ment, warmth, agitation, and the like. Accordingly, nine 

(three evaluative, three potency, and three activity) bipo

lar adjectives form the seven step scale of the IRS upon 

which each respondent checked his/her position under each of 

the twelve concepts. In addition to the nine items, the 

refined instrument utilized in this study had one unrelated 

scale of adjectives added to each of the concepts to dis

guise the structure of the instrument, thus checking for 

socially desirable responses. Each of the seven steps 

between the two adjectives represented an equal psychologi

cal unit, respectively defined by "extremely," "quite," and 
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"slightly" in both directions from a neutral "meaningless" 

origin to a negatively and positively connotated adjective. 

Each concept was depicted with scales of adjectives 

listed below it. To avoid "halo" effects, the scales were 

randomized in reference to type of adjective (evaluative, 

activity, potency, and unrelated) and in reference to polar

ity direction. Once it was determined which adjectives were 

to be scaled from negative to positive, and vice versa, 

these were then alternated on every other concept. For the 

final instrument utilized in this study, the concepts were 

placed in random order with the stipulations that Our Mari

tal Relationship concept be the first one, and that Affec

tion - Sexual preceded the Affection - General concept in 

order to clarify the meaning of these concepts for the 

respondents. 

The raw data obtained from the semantic differential 

were a collection of check marks against bipolar adjectives. 

To each of the seven positions on the scales a numerical 

value was assigned. These digits ranged from one (an 

extremely negative response) to seven (an extremely positive 

response), with four representing a neutral response. A 

person's score on an item was the digit corresponding to the 

scale position checked by the subject. The sum of the nine 

related scores (the unrelated item was omitted from the 

scoring) generated an individual's concept score. The sum 

of the twelve concept scores then yielded the respondent's 
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relationship adjustment score. The summation of both hus

band s and wife's individual scores was computed to gener

ate the couple's relationship adjustment score. 

In research, Longanecker (1974) reports on the content 

and concurrent validity of the semantic differential 

instrument. The following construction plans and proce

dures were implemented by the designers in support of con

tent validity: 1) the domain of a marital adjustment con

struct was sampled in order to obtain a representative col

lection of the content, 2) items used in the final question

naire were ordered randomly, 3) explicit instructions and 

examples were provided to the respondents, and 4) the con

cept of marital adjustment was transformed into operational 

items. Also for content validity, Longanecker (1974) 

reported that nine professionals from the area of Family 

Studies and Sociology, all university faculty, generally 

agreed that all twelve concepts utilized in the instrument 

were instrumental in tapping the subjective state of mar

riage (then labeled happiness). There was some question 

with one item (Our Involvement In Social Activities). How

ever, the support for including the concept was greater than 

the evidence for excluding it from the scoring process. 

Concurrent validity computations by a Pearson product 

moment correlation indicated a strong positive relationship 

between scores on the overall semantic differential instru

ment scores and the Locke-Wallace (1959) scores (r = .52, 
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p = .001). The semantic differential consisted of twelve 

concepts, six of which corresponded to similar items found 

on the Locke-Wallace (1959) scale. Computations of a 

Pearson product moment correlation indicated a positive 

relationship between the corresponding concepts of the 

semantic differential measure and the Locke-Wallace Scale 

(a general assessment of the marital relationship: r = .56, 

p = .001; an assessment of general affection: r = .44, 

p = .001; an assessment of sexual affection: r = .61, 

p = .001; an assessment of social involvement correlated 

with recreational activities: r = .23, p = .003; an assess

ment of social involvement correlated with outside activi

ties: r = .20, p = .009; an assessment of communication 

correlated with willingness to confide in mate: r = .36, 

p = .001). The results of this correlational analysis seem 

to indicate that the semantic differential is instrumental 

in tapping the subjective state of a marital relationship 

variables. 

In the present study, concurrent validity estimates 

w ere derived from correlations of scores on the IRS and on 

Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale. This scale was 

selected on the evidence of thorough instrument construction 

and in consideration of the limitations of previously used 

scales (Spanier, 1976). Spanier (1976) reviewed all items 

ever used in any scale purporting to measure marital adjust-

me nt or a related concept, thus, producing a pool of 
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approximately 300 items. Three professional judges then 

examined all of the items, eliminating any one that did not 

meet content validity criteria. In order to be included 

the items had to be relevant for relationships in the 

1970's and judged to be indicators of marital adjustment or 

a closely related concept. To the remaining approximately 

200 items, Spanier (1976) added sets of items that he 

thought were ignored in previous measures. Using pilot 

samples of married, divorced, and cohabiting residents of 

Central Pennsylvania, items were examined for variance, 

skewness, alternate wording, structure, definitional fit, 

and other stringent criteria, and were reduced to a final 

32-item scale. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale consists of four 

subscales (dyadic cohesion, dyadic satisfaction, dyadic con

sensus, and affectional expression) which can be used indi

vidually or as a generated relationship adjustment score. 

The short, self-administered questionnaire has reported 

total scale reliability of .96 and reported .86 and .88 

(p = .001) correlation with the Locke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Scale (1959) among married and divorced respon

dents (Spanier, 1976). 

Pilot Study 

This researcher administered a pilot investigation of 

the IRS prior to its final presentation. Subjects for the 

pilot study included 24 individuals (12 couples) who were 
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personal acquaintances of the researcher. The group repre

sented a variety in age, years married, religious prefer

ence, ethnic background, and occupational and social level. 

Being provided the questionnaire, as described earlier, the 

pilot subjects were asked to complete the instrument at 

home, but without collaboration with the spouse. Following 

completion, the subjects were asked to make any comments 

they considered pertinent to the evaluation of the instru

ment, and to respond to some identified concerns of the 

investigator. The specific questions dealt with: 1) clar

ity of the instructions, 2) degree of sensitivity of the 

unrelated adjective pair within each concept, 3) the rele

vancy of all other items, and 4) adequacy of the 30 minute 

time estimate. Of the 24 subjects, 20 returned the com

pleted questionnaires in self-addressed, stamped envelopes 

which were provided. 

The pilot study revealed a positive response to the 

clarity of the instructions, relevancy of the items, and 

adequacy of the time estimate. However, the irrelevant 

items on two scales proved to have meaning. Nine respon

dents rated wet-dry as meaningful to Our Involvement In 

Social Activities, and ten subjects marked the through-

around adjective pair as meaningful to the concept of Commu

nication In Our Relationship. These adjective pairs were 

replaced by other pairs of adjectives, through-around and 

wet-dry, respectively, which were judged as irrelevant to 
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the concept by two professionals and the primary investi

gator , 

Procedure 

The procedures followed for this research project 

involved three major tasks. Accordingly, the following 

discussion is divided into these three sections: prepara

tion of the instrument, acquisition of respondents, and 

administration of the instrument. 

Preparation of the Instrument 

The instrument prepared for each respondent included 

an introductory letter, instructions for completing the 

instrument, a copy of the IRS, a group of demographic ques

tions, and Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale. The 

previously mentioned documents are found in Appendix A. The 

letter included a short introduction to the study and 

expressed appreciation for each subject's contribution to a 

research project concerning some major components of mar

riage. Also, the letter requested that the respondent not 

collaborate with another person on the responses and guaran

teed anonymity to all those who participated. 

An instruction sheet was prepared to accompany the 

semantic differential. Samples were included to illustrate 

and simplify the proper method for completion. Each concept 

had 10 scales of bipolar adjectives below it. The subject 

was instructed to check, only once, the space on each scale 
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that best represented his/her immediate feelings in rela

tion to the concept at the top of the set. The respondent 

was asked to check each scale in the direction toward the 

adjective which seemed most characteristic of the concept. 

In addition, each subject was instructed to make every 

adjective scale a separate and independent judgment, and 

work at a fairly high rate of speed through the test. 

Instructions at the onset of the demographic questions indi

cated for the subject to check the space that corresponded 

with the information that best described the subject. Simi

larly, the Dyadic Adjustment scale instructed the subject to 

check the space that corresponded with the response which 

best described a specific aspect of his/her marriage rela

tionship. The final questionnaire required 164 check (X) 

responses which the subjects were asked to complete in 

approximately 30 minutes. 

Acquisition of Respondents 

This researcher personally contacted the administrators 

of many family service and religious agencies in and sur

rounding Lubbock, Texas, explaining the nature of the 

research and seeking the administrator's cooperation in 

administering the instrument. Officials of ten agencies 

agreed to administer the instrument to their clients who 

would then become subjects. The clients selected were 

required to meet the criteria noted in classifying the 
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respondents, and to be reached by the agency during a spec

ified data collection period of approximately 45 days. 

Individuals from each agency were to administer the instru

ment to as many clients as was feasible during the desig

nated time period. 

Administration of the Instrument 

Data Collection, Early in May, 1976, a predetermined 

number of instruments, accompanied by instructions for the 

administrators, were delivered by the researcher to the 

cooperating agencies of the project. Officials of each 

agency were instructed to present the questionnaire to each 

partner of client couples, requesting them to read the 

instructions carefully and complete the questionnaire. Each 

subject was encouraged to refer back to the instruction 

sheet if he/she became confused over the "degree" repre

sented by each blank. Upon completion of the questionnaire, 

the respondent was to return it to the administrator. The 

religious agencies administered the questionnaire as couples 

gathered for religious education sessions, oftentimes using 

the questionnaire as an educational tool to introduce a 

topic for discussion. The family counseling establishments 

administered the questionnaire to client couples immediately 

prior to scheduled counseling session. The counseling sub

jects completed the instrument in the early stages of their 

counseling series, (i.e., either in their first, second, or 

third session). 
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The instruments were collected by the investigator at 

various intervals prior to the mid June deadline. Com

pleted questionnaires, all of which were useable, were 

obtained from the eight agencies mentioned previously. 

The completed questionnaires were scored according to 

the numerical value that had been assigned to the space 

corresponding to the subject's response. Each scale was 

numbered one through seven, with the adjective with a posi

tive connotation receiving a progressively larger value and 

the neutral reference point assigned the value of four. 

Three errors incorporated during the reproduction of the 

IRS had to be corrected. First, the concept of Communica

tion In Our Relationship provided eight possible responses 

rather than the usual seven spaces. In scoring this con

cept, the middle two spaces were assigned the numerical 

value of four, rather than just one middle space. The addi

tional reproduction errors were the omission of one adjec

tive scale from the concepts of Our Marital Relationship and 

Communication In Our Relationship. The mean score of the 

eight responses given by an individual was the numerical 

value recorded for the missing item in the concept. This 

same method was utilized to correct the scores for the two 

individuals who each failed to respond to one item in the 

IRS. The numerical score for each item, concept, individ

ual, and couple was recorded on computer sheets for key 

punching onto IBM cards. 
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Statistical Analyses. The final procedure was to sub

mit the data to the computer for analyses. The programs of 

analyses utilized on the data from the counseling and non-

counseling subjects were selected according to the objec

tives of the five research questions proposed for the 

study. Predictive validity was established through a cor

relational analysis of counseling subjects versus adjusted 

subjects. Follow up analyses were conducted using female 

counseling subjects versus female adjusted subjects and 

male counseling subjects versus male adjusted subjects. 

Content validity was established by the agreement of 

five family professionals who judged whether or not each of 

the areas indicated in the IRS were components of the sub

jective feelings a spouse has toward his/her marriage rela

tionship. The five judges selected each varied in exper

tise. The educational background of the judges represented 

Sociology, Psychology, and a more interdisciplinary approach 

of Family Studies. Professionally, the judges were involved 

in occupations such as a family counselor with primarily 

iddle class clients, a family service counselor and an 

alcoholic counselor who worked primarily with lower class 

and minority group clients, and two university faculty mem

bers (one from Family Studies and the other from Psychology). 

Construct validity was established by two methods: 

internal correlation and concurrent correlation. Internally, 

concept scores were correlated with the total scores on the 

m 
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IRS. Concurrent validity estimates were derived also from 

the correlation of individual scores on the IRS with indi

vidual scores on Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale. 

Both methods of construct validity were computed on female 

subjects, male subjects, the counseling subsample, and the 

noncounseling subsample. 

In addition to the validation processes, split half 

reliability correlations were established on the total IRS. 

The unrelated items were eliminated, leaving nine items 

under each concept. Disregarding concept divisions, every 

other item across the total scale was assigned to one half, 

i.e. , the odd numbered items and even numbered items made up 

separate halves. This split resulted in each concept con

tributing alternating numbers of four and five items to each 

of the scales, eventuating in 54 items per half scale. 

The issue of weighting was considered in the scoring of 

the IRS. As reviewed earlier, however, it is difficult to 

defend any particular method of weighting over the method of 

simply summing unweighted ratings. Also, Osgood et al 

(1957) maintain that the semantic differential as a tech

nique of measurement is sensitive enough to permit weighting 

of each item separately for each person taking the scale 

without forcing a weighting on the items which may distort 

the magnitude of differences. For these reasons, it was 

deemed unnecessary to apply differential weights (other than 

sensitivity to the intensity of response) to the items of the 
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semantic differential IRS. 

Limitations 

There was no attempt to make broad generalizations or 

conclusions concerning the attitudes of marital partners 

who participated in the research project. Rather, the 

study specifically concerned refining the IRS and establish

ing reliability and validity estimates for the IRS as a 

measure of interpersonal relationship adjustment. 

The sample utilized in the study consisted of 47 coup

les from Lubbock and Petersburg, Texas. The sample was not 

random, but instead had specific control variables inherent 

to it. As a result of the limited size and source of the 

sample, and the nonrandom selection process, the conclusions 

made in this study cannot be generalized to a broader, more 

general population with any degree of confidence. 

Another limitation of the study involves the fact that 

the semantic differential technique of measurement can 

assess only connotative meanings. The instrument then can

not get at the denotative meanings of a relationship. 

A fourth limitation is the administration of the 

study's instrument by officials other than the investigator. 

Although the officials were given instructions in reference 

to the administration of the instrument and the importance 

for each spouse to complete the questionnaire without col

laboration, there was no control guaranteeing that these 

instructions were followed. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter reports the findings related to the five 

research questions under investigation in the study. The 

theoretical, empirical, and applied implications of the 

results are discussed. Finally, the chapter includes a 

series of conclusions drawn from the findings of the 

research data. 

Statistical Test Results 

A review of the literature revealed the need for the 

validation of research instruments for the continuing study 

of family variables. This study involves the refinement of 

the Interpersonal Relationship Adjustment Scale, a new 

semantic differential measure for assessing interpersonal 

relationship adjustment in marital and other dyadic rela

tionships. The semantic differential measure consisted of 

twelve concepts or components of relationship adjustment. 

Each concept was composed of ten items (nine that were sen

sitive to the concept being measured and one that was irrel

evant to the concept). Five research questions concerning 

the validity and reliability of the IRS were proposed for 

the study. Following are the statistical test results which 

relate to the predictive validity, content validity, concur

rent validity, construct validity, and internal consistency 

reliability of the IRS as a measure of interpersonal 

57 
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relationship adjustment. 

Predictive Validity 

Research Question One 

Will predicitive validity be established through 
a comparison of married couples who are cur
rently in counseling versus those who are 
deemed well adjusted? 

In reference to this question, only those noncounseling 

couples who were categorized as well adjusted were used in 

the analysis against the counseling couples. As mentioned 

previously (see p. 42), a couple was determined to be well 

adjusted if their couple adjustment score on Spanier's 

(1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale was reported to be above the 

median score for the total noncounseling subsample. Ranging 

from scores of 235 to 327 out of a possible 366 points, the 

m edian score for the noncounseling subjects was 299. 

Couples, rather than individuals, were selected from 

the noncounseling subsample to become the adjusted subjects 

used in the statistical analysis for predictive validity. 

Couples were utilized in an attempt to achieve a more 

matched sample between the counseling couples and the 

adjusted group, e.g., a subsample with an equal number of 

male and female respondents. Also, it was possible that the 

dyadic relationship of marital partners involves an untapped 

variable produced by the dynamics and interaction within 

that relationship which would not be present if individual 

subjects had been selected. 
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Predictive validity estimates of the IRS were deter

mined from the data produced by 36 counseling subjects (18 

couples) and 30 well adjusted subjects (15 couples). The 

mean total scores for the counseling and adjusted subsamples 

were 551.7 and 662.7, respectively. Using a t-test for 

assessing differences between sample means, these total 

scores were significantly different (t = 5.19) beyond the 

.001 level of confidence. Thus, when comparing married 

couples who are currently participating in counseling with 

those who are deemed to be well adjusted, the IRS score cor

responded significantly with the criterion of counseling 

Stat us. 

A predictive validity estimate of the IRS was also 

established according to the sex of the subjects. The mean 

total score for female counseling subjects was 524.7, and 

for female adjusted subjects was 663.0. For male counseling 

and male adjusted subjects, the mean total scores were 579.7 

and 662.4, respectively. T-tests were used to determine the 

significance of difference of the scores when tested by sex. 

Considering females only, the results show significant dif

ferences between counseling females and adjusted females 

(t = 3.87, p /. .001). Among the male subjects, the IRS 

scores of the adjusted males were significantly higher than 

those of the counseling males (t = 3.66, p I, .001). Of 

interest in this study is the similarity of the mean score 

for the adjusted females and the adjusted males. It appears 
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that, over all at least, the well adjusted males and females 

judge similarly the degree to which their marital relation

ships are positive. Noteworthy also, is the noticeable dif

ference between the mean of the female counseling group and 

that of the male counseling subjects. The data supports the 

idea that females rate their marriage lower than do males 

and if certain areas of the marriage are problematic, it 

will show up first in the ratings of the wife. This raises 

some critical questions for further research. 

Content Validity 

Research Question Two 

Will family professionals generally agree that 
the twelve components identified in the IRS are 
components of interpersonal relationship adjust
ment, thus establishing content validity for the 
IRS? 

Conceptual content validity. The five professionals, 

whose credentials were mentioned previously, were presented 

with a copy of the IRS and asked to make a judgment about 

whether or not each of the twelve concepts identified in the 

IRS was a component of the subjective feelings an individual 

would have about his/her marital relationship. The profes

sionals were asked to make the judgments about each compo

nent an independent assessment and then to respond by check

ing the appropriate answer, yes or no, about the inclusion 

of that component in marital relationship adjustment. 

Two professionals gave one "no" response indicating 
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that a given concept was not a component of the phenomenon 

being measured. The components that caused some concern 

were: Mate's Role Performance and Power In Our Relation

ship. In each case, the judge believed these concepts to be 

either nonessential or already represented within the con

text of the remaining concepts. Due to the lack of consen

sus from other professionals on these judgments, the data 

from the two concepts were included in the statistical anal

ysis of the study. 

One additional professional suggested that the title of 

the concept Our Involvement In Social Activities could be 

expanded to include leisure time activities and interests. 

In response, the researcher has judged that leisure activi

ties and interests are adequately suggested in the title 

under question and in the concept entitled Companionship In 

Our Relationship. As in the previous situations, the lack 

of consensus among professionals prevented the alteration of 

the title for this concept. 

A final question asked of each professional dealt with 

whether or not any components of the marital relationship 

were omitted. This question elicited a "yes" response from 

four of the five professionals. A discussion of the compo

nents proposed by the professionals follows. 

One professional simply questioned whether or not the 

IRS could elicit feelings about expectations in the marital 

relationship. The investigator purports, however, that a 



62 

subject's evaluation of relationship adjustment is in part 

an evaluation of the degree to which the subject's expecta

tions are being satisfied by the relationship. Thus, it is 

believed that the IRS does tap a subject's expectations for 

a marriage relationship. 

A second professional suggested that a component of 

"flexibility or change -- or the tendency toward such" be 

included in the instrument. After examining the IRS closely, 

however, a researcher can observe that flexibility or the 

tendency toward change is represented in six of the twelve 

components by scales of adjectives such as dynamic-static, 

rigid-flexible, adaptable-rigid, and ritualistic-spontaneous. 

Thus, the investigator argues that the element of flexibil

ity in relationship adjustment is being tapped. 

The professional who judged that the concept of Power 

In Our Relationship was unnecessary suggested the inclusion 

of a new component that would involve the "nature of 

exchange" within a relationship. Reviewing the items in the 

concept dealing with power, it seems that the nature of 

exchange is the primary theme throughout the concept of 

power. Also, the adjective scales such as dissonant-

harmonious and cooperative-competitive, used within other 

concepts of the IRS seem to represent the exchange component 

within the relationship. 

The fourth professional described three components 

which he called "connectedness," "bondedness," aad "freedom" 
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in a relationship that were not included in the IRS. The 

professional described three components, respectively, as 

the amount of "stroke value" or emotional contact derived 

from a couple's interaction, the amount of mutual commitment 

or investment in a relationship, and the amount of growth 

capacity or tolerance in a relationship. Following a close 

examination of these definitions, another professional and 

the primary investigator concluded that connectedness, bond

edness, and freedom were not concepts, but rather, were 

techniques of behavior (ways of approaching the concepts 

that were identified in the IRS). Thus, these three ele

ments were judged to be included within the adjective scales 

of the IRS, but inappropriate for inclusion as a concept of 

interpersonal relationship adjustment. 

To summarize, there was not a consensus among profes

sionals that any one component was omitted or unnecessarily 

included in the IRS. Professionals generally agreed that 

the twelve components identified in the IRS were components 

of a spouse's subjective feelings toward his/her marital 

relationship. After a thorough consideration of the profes

sionals' judgments concerning omitted items, the investiga

tor believes that the suggested items were already included 

in the IRS in the form and to the degree that they are rele

vant to interpersonal relationship adjustment. Additional 

evidence in support of the components suggested by the pro

fessionals would be essential for their inclusion in the IRS 
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as an additional concept. Thus, the IRS is believed to pos

sess content validity as it was described in the research 

question for the study. 

Item content validity. The research question proposed 

concerning content validity dealt with whether or not the 

concepts included in the IRS were components of interper-

sonal relationship adjustment. As discussed in the previous 

section, the evidence shows that each of the twelve concepts 

was a valid component of the total IRS test. However, sev

eral observations made by the investigator while coding data 

from the questionnaires caused some concern about the valid

ity of some items used to depict each concept of the IRS. 

First, an observation was made on the subject's rating of 

the unrelated item under each concept. These unrelated 

items were included to check against subjects providing only 

those responses which seemed socially desirable. The basic 

assumption underlying the inclusion of such unrelated items 

was that subjects would respond by marking the middle space 

of the response continuum, indicating that the adjectives 

were "unrelated" or "neutral" to their marital relationship. 

In actuality, although the subjects were making an indepen

dent judgment for each item, all of the unrelated adjective 

scales took on meaning to at least some of the subjects. 

The unrelated adjectives in several concepts (under-over in 

Our Marital Relationship, far-near in Financial Management 

In Our Relationship, symmetrical-asymmetrical in Mate's Role 
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Performance, through-around in Our Involvement In Social 

Activities, symmetrical-assymmetrical in Affection - Sexual, 

and far-near in Affection - General) were sensitive for more 

than half of the respondents. This result seems unexplain-

able other than that people found some meaningful relation

ship between the supposedly unrelated item scale and the 

corresponding concept. 

A second observation made involving the subject's 

responses was that the scale opaque-transparent in the con

cept of Power In Our Relationship was rated as "neutral" or 

"unrelated" by more than half of the subjects. It seemed 

the respondents could not understand the hazy-clear connota

tion of these adjectives. 

Thirdly, respondents seemed occasionally to forget that 

they were marking the adjective pairs against the corre

sponding concept rather than against some other aspect of 

their relationship. For example, when given the adjective 

pair active-passive in both Mate's Role Performance and Com

panionship In Our Relationship, the subjects often rated the 

degree to which the partner's personality was active or pas

sive rather than relating to the specified concept. On the 

other hand, when active-passive was checked against the con

cept of Our Involvement In Social Activities, some subjects 

responded as to whether or not the social activities in 

which they participated were active activities or passive 

activities rather than indicating the nature of their 
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involvement in the activities. Responses to items such as 

those exemplified above were inconsistent with the responses 

given to other items in the same concept. 

Another scale which the respondents seemed to have dif

ficulty rating was the weak-strong adjective pair in How I 

See My Spouse and How My Spouse Sees Me. There was, it 

seemed, an uncertainty whether this indicated a physical 

stature, a personality characteristic, or the vitality of the 

relationship. 

The effortless-laborious scale in Affection - Sexual 

also received an inconsistent response from a minimal number 

of subjects, but enough to warrant additional investigation. 

For respondents who marked the concept extremely positive, 

the effortless-laborious scale was oftentimes marked in the 

middle spaces, i.e., where a score of three, four, or five 

was assigned. It was apparent that the subjects believed 

that, although sexual involvement was an extremely positive 

component of the relationship, it did require some expendi

ture of effort and energy by the subject. Thus, middle 

range scores became, for a few subjects, the most realisti

cally positive response. 

Finally, the concept of Power In Our Relationship had 

two items, in addition to the opaque-transparent scale men

tioned earlier, that seemed difficult for a few respondents. 

For the motivated-aimless scale, subjects made their mark 

toward motivated more often than toward the aimless end of 
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the scale, regardless of how positively or negatively the 

remaining items were marked. It seemed, whether desirable 

or undesirable, power was deemed as motivated. Another item 

equal-unequal, was interpreted by some subjects as an indi

cation of a traditional versus equalitarian type of rela

tionship. The item was designed for subjects to rate how 

they felt about the division of power in the relationship 

regardless of relationship type. 

In response to the concern about item or scale valid

ity, a further evaluation was made on the item content 

validity of the IRS. For each of the twelve components, the 

individual item scores were correlated with the concept 

total score. A high correlation coefficient for a given 

item would indicate that it was significant to the concept 

being measured. From the computer analysis it was evident 

that, with the exception of five items, the individual 

scales correlated very highly with the concept score 

(r = .60, p ^ .001). Those five items are weak-strong and 

pessimistic-optimistic in How I See My Spouse, severe-

lenient and opaque-transparent in Power In Our Relationship, 

and deep-shallow in How My Spouse Sees Me. As mentioned 

previously, it seems the respondent may not have understood 

the meaning of some adjectives or may have rated it against 

the partner's personality rather than the specified concept. 

The analysis indicated that only two of the items which 

were questioned by the investigator initially fell below the 
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.60 -correlation with the concept score. The additional 

seven items that produced some concern for the researcher 

correlated well with the concept score when they were sub

jected to statistical analysis. Table 7 presents the corre

lation coefficient between each item and the corresponding 

concept. 

Concurrent Construct Validity 

Research Question Three 

Will there be a high degree of concurrent 
validity between the Interpersonal Relation
ship Scale and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
(Spanier, 1976)? 

Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale was selected 

for assessing whether or not the IRS measured the same gen

eral construct as a dyadic adjustment scale with high reli

ability and validity estimates being reported. Computation 

of a Pearson product-moment correlation indicated a strong 

positive relationship between the IRS and the Dyadic Adjust

ment Scale (r = -Si , p C .001). The scales also correlated 

highly for both counseling subjects (r = .84, p ^ .001) and 

for noncounseling subjects (r = .68, p <C .001). Among male 

respondents and female respondents, the correlations between 

these scales were .65 and .83, respectively, reaching the 

.001 level of confidence. The correlation level of the IRS 

and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) was suffi

cient to assert that the scales measured a very similar 

construct. 
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Construct Validity 

Research Question Four 

What is the degree to which each of the twelve 
components contributes to the total measurement 
of interpersonal relationships, thus determin
ing construct validity? 

In addition to the concurrent correlations, construct 

validity was established through a correlational analysis 

of the twelve components and the total score of the IRS. 

The results of the correlational analysis seem to indicate 

that the IRS is instrumental in tapping the components of 

the subjective variable, interpersonal relationship adjust

ment. Computations of a Pearson product-moment correlation 

indicated a positive relationship between each concept and 

the total scale. The correlation coefficients ranged from 

.60 to .94 for the counseling subjects and .59 to .80 for 

the noncounseling subjects. An interesting observation is 

that the correlation for every component except Affection -

Sexual was greater for the counseling subjects than for the 

noncounseling subjects in which case it was .71 for the 

counseling group as compared to .76 for the noncounseling 

group. Also, correlation coefficients for a certain compo

nent oftentimes differed greatly from the counseling to the 

noncounseling group, e.g., .94 and .76 for the concept of 

Our Marital Relationship. It would seem possible that coun

seling couples are more sensitive or attentive than non-

counseling couples to problem areas in the relationship. 
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thus, responding to the IRS with a greater intensity of 

meaning. Another possible explanation of the correlational 

analysis is that noncounseling couples have, operating 

invisibly in their relationship, an unknown factor which 

accounts for the greater variance in their response. Also, 

if different types of adjustments occur at different times 

over the marital career and contribute differently to total 

adjustment as was suggested by Bowerman (1964), then possi

bly the variance among noncounseling couples is due to the 

varying degrees and areas of which couples have solved their 

adjustment problems (see Table 8). 

When grouped according to sex, the male subjects and 

female subjects responded differently about the "meaning" of 

the components. The over all correlations between the IRS 

total score and that of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(Spanier, 1976) were .65 for male subjects and .88 for 

female subjects, both significant at the .001 level of con

fidence. Table 9 indicates the relationship of each concept 

to the total score in full detail. 

Reliab ility 

Research Question Five 

Is the IRS internally consistent to the extent 
that it is a reliable measure of interpersonal 
relationship adjustment? 

Because the measurement of error is an important issue 

with the use of any new research instrument, an investigation 
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TABLE 8. PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
BETWEEN THE COMPONENT SCORES AND THE TOTAL IRS SCORE FOR 
COUNSELING AND NONCOUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Component Counseling^ Noncounseling" 

r p r p 

Our Marital Relationship 

Financial Management In 
Our Relationship 

Mate's Role Performance 

How My Spouse Sees Me 

Our Involvement In Social 
Act ivities 

How I See My Spouse 

Problem Solving In Our 
Relationship 

Affection - Sexual 

Affection - General 

Communication In Our 
Relationship 

Power In Our Relationship 

Companionship In Our 
Relationship 

94 .001 

.86 .001 

.76 

.80 

.001 

. 6 0 

. 9 1 

.76 

. 6 8 

. 8 3 

. 8 8 

. 7 1 

. 8 4 

. 9 0 

. 8 0 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 5 9 

. 7 2 

. 6 3 

. 6 5 

.66 

. 7 1 

. 76 

. 7 9 

. 74 

. 7 8 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

001 

an = 36. 
bn = 58. 

of reliability was made. The Pearson product-moment corre

lation coefficient between the sum of the odd-numbered and 

the sum of the even-numbered items was corrected with the 

Spearman-Brown formula to calculate the reliability coeffi 

cient. Table 10 summarizes the split-half reliability of 
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TABLE 9, PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
BETWEEN THE COMPONENT SCORES AND THE TOTAL IRS SCORE FOR 
COUNSELING AND NONCOUNSELING SUBJECTS 

Component Males^ Females^ 

Our Marital Relationship .82 .001 .93 .001 

Financial Management In 
Our Relationship 

Mate's Role Performance 

How My Spouse Sees Me 

Our Involvement In Social 
Activities 

How I See My Spouse 

Problem Solving In Our 
Relationship 

Affection - Sexual 

Affection - General 

Communication In Our 
Relationship 

Power In Our Relationship 

Companionship In Our 
Relationship 

50 

80 

79 

51 

71 

75 

74 

89 

82 

74 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.68 

.90 

.66 

.79 

.85 

.88 

.77 

.84 

.89 

. 83 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

87 .001 .86 .001 

an = 36. 
bn = 58. 

the IRS by counseling subjects, noncounseling subjects, male 

respondents, and female subjects. The data indicated that 

the IRS has sufficiently high reliability to justify its 

use . 

The results of the statistical analysis seem to 
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indicate that the IRS is instrumental in tapping the sub

jective variable interpersonal relationship adjustment with 

sufficient validity and reliability. Results of this study 

seem to suggest that with continued refinement and testing, 

the IRS may become a valuable measure for use in the field 

of family studies. 

TABLE 10. RELIABILITY ESTIMATES OF THE IRS FOR COUNSELING, 
NONCOUNSELING, MALE AND FEMALE SUBJECTS 

Subsample Odd Items Even Items Total Scale 

mean sd mean sd r p 

Counselinga 277.0 60.1 278.3 60.3 .99 .001 

Noncounselingb 316.5 31.6 320.4 31.7 .98 ,001 

Males^ 306,1 35.0 307.1 35.7 .97 .001 

Females^ 296.6 58.9 300.7 60.1 .99 .001 

an = 36. 
bn = 58. 
Cn = 47. 
dn = 47. 

Implications 

The findings of the study have theoretical implications 

with regard to analysis of interpersonal relationship 

adjustment in the field of family studies. In the past, the 

subjective relationship variable has been difficult to con

ceptualize and operationalize. As a result, investigators 

have let the subjects provide their own definitions, thus 

making any decisive comparisons difficult. The semantic 
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differential technique, a measurement of meaning, is less 

dependent on a definition of the construct in question than 

other methods of measurement. Rather, the IRS quantifies 

the direction and intensity of the meaning of an interper

sonal relationship. This is made possible because the IRS, 

a semantic differential measure, is able to tap the meaning 

of the variable for each person instead of setting a general 

criterion against which each is judged. Also, the sensi

tivity of the semantic differential in determining the 

direction and intensity of a subject's response reduces the 

need to choose from the inadequate weighting methods that 

have been used previously. 

An interesting result of the descriptive data points 

out the possibility that different adjustments in marriage 

are made at different times during the marital career as was 

first discussed by Landis (1946). The differential timing 

in adjustment is suggested by the bipolar mode of age and 

length of marriage for the counseling subjects in the study 

in contrast to the noncounseling subjects who are younger 

and married for fewer years. Additional research might 

investigate relationship adjustment from a developmental 

approach to test whether or not marital adjustment follows a 

predictable pattern over time. The outcome of such studies 

may produce a theoretical conceptualization of the process 

of adjustment in marriage. 

The study's findings also have empirical implications. 
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The validity and reliability estimates of the IRS reported 

in the study are sufficient to justify continued development 

of the instrument. Further development of the IRS as a 

measure of relationship adjustment might involve the elimi

nation of those items which were intended to be unrelated to 

the concept, but proved to be sensitive to the extent that 

several subjects marked them as being related to the speci

fied component. Additional development of the IRS would 

include a further exploration of additional dimensions of 

interpersonal relationships and bipolar adjectives that are 

related to the variable. Another possibility would be for 

the concepts and scales to be factor analyzed to obtain a 

rank order of their importance to interpersonal relationship 

adjustment. Also, the test-retest reliability of the IRS 

remains to be studied. The further refinement of this 

instrument could produce an accurate method of assessing a 

subjective and highly individualized variable such as inter

personal relationship adjustment. 

The investigation also implies the potential for the 

IRS to become a standardized instrument for assessing inter

personal relationship adjustment in relationships other than 

the marital dyad, e.g., cohabiting couples, premarital 

dyads, parent-child relationships. To organize an instru

ment for assessing a nonmarital relationship, an investiga

tor might simply select those verified components of the IRS 

which are relevant to the specific type of relationship. 
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For example, the investigator might find theoretical evi

dence to support the inclusion of all the components identi

fied in the IRS with the exception of Affection - Sexual in 

assessing a parent-child relationship. 

The findings of the research project also have applied 

implications. The composite list of relationship components 

that have been theoretically and empirically grounded in the 

IRS may serve as an approach to understanding and studying 

the complex structure of interpersonal relationships. In 

terms of the educator, the results confirm that all twelve 

components in the IRS are important to understanding the 

relationship process. This suggests that all of these com

ponents need to be explored in the study of relationship 

development and change. To the counselor, the results indi

cate the need to consider all twelve component areas in the 

assessment of the state of a relationship. The researcher 

is encouraged by the results of this study to investigate 

the dynamics of the twelve components in the IRS as they are 

revealed in interpersonal relationships. 

The IRS may become a diagnostic tool for use by family 

counselors in assessing the state of a relationship between 

two clients. In less than thirty minutes (the time required 

to complete the semantic differential measure), a counselor 

can be provided with a complete and accurate assessment of 

the client's relationship including specification of those 

areas which are most problematic. One experienced family 
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counselor in Lubbock, Texas, followed this suggestion and 

found the IRS to be very useable. She found that her pro

fessional account of the clients' relationship was congruent 

with the data found on the IRS which was completed by the 

individuals. The semantic differential as a technique of 

measurement holds the potential to assess those feelings 

which the individual can not identify in words or which the 

individual has suppressed to the degree that he/she can no 

longer accurately report the feeling. The short, self-

administered questionnaire could be administered as part of 

an intake interview, as a test-retest on the progress of 

counseling, or as a guide for discussion of those areas 

which are most problematic to the clients. 

Conclusions 

Several major conclusions were born out by the present 

research. In terms of the five research questions concern

ing validity and reliability estimates, it appears that the 

IRS provides a valid and reliable assessment of interper

sonal relationship adjustment in the marital dyad. The 

twelve components identified in the IRS were theoretically 

and empirically grounded as dimensions of interpersonal 

relationships. Concurrently, the IRS correlated very high 

with Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale, a previously 

used and validated scale. The results of the statistical 

analyses indicate the IRS can be used with confidence to 

assess the state of interpersonal relationships. 
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The semantic differential is a very highly generalized 

technique of measurement which must be adapted to the 

requirement of each problem to which it is applied. The 

data in this study offer evidence for application of the 

semantic differential to the measurement of relationship 

variables. The high concurrent correlation of the IRS and 

Spanier's (1976) Scale suggests the semantic differential 

measure can assess the construct of marital relationship 

adj ustment. 

Certain methodological problems are inherent to the use 

of paper and pencil measures. In addition to the steps 

taken to minimize these problems in the present study, it 

would be desirable to supplement the present study with 

others utilizing a multicharacteristic-multimethod approach 

and a test-retest design of investigation. Future studies 

also should consider, to a greater extent, the problems of 

social desirability, conventionality, and husband-wife dif

ferences in perception. 
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Dear Participant 

I am currently a graduate student at Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, Texas. I am in the process of collecting data for 
a research project, supervised by Dr. June Henton, 
Department of Home and Family Life, concerning some major 
components of marriage. 

You have been selected to participate in this study, and I 
would appreciate your cooperation in completing the enclosed 
questionnaire. It will require approximately thirty minutes 
of your time. All findings will be kept confidential and no 
attempt will be made to associate specific responses with 
particular individuals. Please complete the questionnaire 
without collaboration or discussion of your answers. 

I want to express my sincere appreciation for your contri
bution to the collection of these data. Please return the 
questionnaire to the leader of your session when you have 
completed it. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Ms. Jeanette Kratzke 
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SnL^^f^'T''^ ^""^ '''^^^^ concepts related to marriage, 
wh^ch ; : ^ s ^ : : i l ^ - - ^ - °^ descriptive adjectives t. 

7iZLi . °'' '""̂  '^^^" °^ ^ ° ^ y°^ currently see each 
w i i r b P k / f y°^^.^^^^i^8^ relationship. All the results 
Icaies? ^ confidential. Here is how you are to mark t 

If you feel that the concept specified at the top of the 
P^^%i^ y^ry closely related to one end of the scale, you 
should place your mark as follows: 

Fair X Unfair 

or 

Fair X Unfair 

If you feel the concept is quite closely related to one or 
the other ends of the scale (but not extremely), you should 
place your mark as follows: 

Strong X Weak 

or 

Strong X Weak 

If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as 
opposed to the other side (but not really neutral), then 
you should check as follows: 

Active Pass ive 

or 

Active X Pass ive 

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends 
upon which of the two ends of the scale seem most character
istic of how you currently see that dimension of your 
marriage. 

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale, both 
sides of the scale equally associated with one concept, or 
if the scale is completely irrelevant or unrelated to the 
concept, then you should mark in the middle space as follows: 

South X North 
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IMPORTANT: (1) Place your marks in the middle of the 
spaces, not on the boundaries: 

THIS NOT THIS 
: : X : : :X 

(2) Be sure you check every scale for every 
concept—do not omit any. 

(3) Never put more than one check-mark on a 
single scale. 

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item 
before. This will not be the case, so do not look back and 
forth through the items. Also, do not try to remember how 
you checked similar items earlier in the questionnaire. 
Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Do not 
worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first 
impressions, the immediate "feelings" about items that we 
want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, 
because we want your true impressions. 

REMEMBER: You are being asked to describe your marriagel 
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OUR MARITAL RELATIONSHIP 

Dissonant : : : : : ; (7) Harmonious 

Strong (7) : : : : : : Weak 

Vigorous (7) : : : : : : Feeble 

Dead : : : : : ; (7) Alive 

Aimless : : : : : :(7) Motivated 

Successful (7): : : : : : Unsuccessful 

Under : : : : : : Over 

Dynamic (7) : : : : : : Static 

Vital (7) : : : : : • Lifeless 

Unstable : : : : - ' i l l Stable 
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT IN OUR RELATIONSHIP 

Foolish 
• • • :(7) Wise 

Far • • • • Near 

Successful (7): Unsuccess ful 

Motivated (7): Aimless 

Weak :(7) Strong 

Uncontrolled :(7) Controlled 

Congenial (7) : Quarrelsome 

Free (7) : Cons trained 

Effective (7): • « Ineffective 

Impulsive : (7) Deliberate 
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MATE'S ROLE PERFORMANCE 

Concentrated (7) : : : : : : Haphazard 

Bad : : : : : ; (7) Good 

Passive : : : : : : (7) Active 

Symmetrical : : : : : : Asymmetrical 

Skilled (7) ; : : : : : Inept 

Involved (7) : : : : : : Uninvolved 

Rigid : : : : : : (7) Flexible 

Aimless : : : : : ' i l l Motivated 

Unsatisfactory : : : : ' ' i l l Satisfactory 

Enthusiastic (7): : : : - •' Docile 
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HOW MY SPOUSE SEES ME 

Adaptable (7); Rigid 

Pessimistic • • : (7) Optimistic 

Impatient : (7) Patient 

Deep (7) : • • Shallow 

Attentive (7): Ignoring 

North • • South 

Immature • • :(7) Mature 

Selfish • • 
: (7) Unselfish 

Weak • • • • : (7) Strong 

Accepting (7) : • • Re j ect ing 
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OUR INVOLVEMENT IN SOCIAL ACTIVITIES 

Through 
• • • • Around 

Unwilling • • .: (7) Eager 

Active (7) ; • • • Passive 

Enthusiastic (7) : • • • • Lifeless 

Unfulfilling : (7) Fulfilling 

Constrained • • 
:(7) Free 

Enjoyable (7) : Dreaded 

Voluntary (7) : Forced 

Free (7) : • • 
Inhibited 

Unsatisfactory • • • • 
: (7) Satisfactory 
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HOW I SEE MY SPOUSE 

Mature (7): Immature 

Shallow .'ill Deep 

Impatient : (7) Patient 

Attentive (7): • • • • Ignoring 

Strong (7); 
• • Weak 

Rej ecting • • • • ' i l l Accepting 

North • • South 

Selfish • • :(7) Unselfish 

Pessimis tic • • ''ill Optimistic 

Adaptable (7) : • • • • Rigid 
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PROBLEM SOLVING IN OUR RELATIONSHIP 

Shallow : : : : ; :(jj_ j^^^^ 

Motivated (JX: : : : : : Aimless 

Skillful Cn_: : : : : : inept 

Wet : : : : : : Dry 

Ineffective : : : : : : (7) Effective 

Infrequent : : : : : : (7) Frequent 

Flexible (7) : : : : : : Rigid 

Deliberate (7) : : : : : : Impulsive 

Rewarding (7) : : : : : : Unrewarding 

Diffused : : : *• : -ill Concise 
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AFFECTION—SEXUAL 
(Assessment of Sexual Involvement In Our Relationship) 

Symmetrical : : : : .. . Asymmetrical 

Unfulfilling : : : : : ., (j)_ Fulfilling 

Effortless (7) : : : : : : Laborious 

Vigorous (7) : : : : : : Feeble 

Ritualistic : : : : : : (7) Spontaneous 

Ugly : : : : : : (7) Beautiful 

Free (7) : : : : : : Constrained 

Emotional (7) : : : : : : Unemotional 

Active (7) : : : : : : Inactive 

Harmful : : : : : -ill Beneficial 
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AFFECTION—GENERAL 
(Assessment of Affection In Our Relationship) 

Deep (7): 
• • Shallow 

Harsh :(7) Tender 

Unemotional : ( 7) Emotional 

Active (7): • • Inactive 

Warm (7): Cold 

Forced : ( 7) Spontaneous 

Restrained • • « • :(7) Free 

Far • • • • Near 

Infrequent « • 
:(7) Frequent 

Satisfactory (7) : • • Unsatisfactory 
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COMMUNICATION IN OUR RELATIONSHIP 

Candid (7): 
• • Deceitful 

Wet • • Dry 

Closed 'ill Open 

Ineffective • • :(7) Effective 

Free (7): Cons trained 

Expressive (7): • • Inexpressive 

Infrequent • • • • • ''ill Frequent 

Bad • • • • 
: (7) Good 

Unsatisfactory • • : (7) Satisfactory 

Deep (7) : Shallow 



POWER IN OUR RELATIONSHIP 
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Sick 'ill Healthy 

Motivated (7): 
• • Aimless 

Equal (7): • • Unequal 

East • • West 

Deceitful • • :(7) Candid 

Subtle ''ill Forthright 

Good (7): • • Bad 

Free (7) : Cons trained 

Lenient ( 7) : Severe 

Opaque (7) Transparent 
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COMPANIONSHIP IN OUR RELATIONSHIP 

Exciting (21: : ; ., , ^ ^^^^ 

Forced ' i l l Voluntary 

^^^^^^ • • ' : : '-iJl Vigorous 

Deep XZi: : : : : : Shallow 

Rewarding XZl- • : : : : Unrewarding 

Weak : : : : : : (7) Strong 

P a s s i v e : : : : : : ( ? ) A c t i v e 

Wet : : : : : : Dry 

D i s s o n a n t : : : : : •ill Harmonious 

C o o p e r a t i v e (7) : : : : : : C o m p e t i t i v e 
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n . n ! ^ ^^.''"^^'"° ^^ placing a mark (X) in the blank 
preceding the appropriate answer or by writing In the blank 
space as requested. Your cooperation is greatly appreci-

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age at last birthday 
19 years and below 

to 29 
to 39 
to 49 
to 59 
to 69 

20 
"30 
"40 
"5 0 
'60 
70 years 

years 
years 
years 
years 
years 
and above 

Current marital status 
Married for the first time 
Separated 
Remarried 

Length of present marriage 
4 years and below 
5 to 9 years 
10 to 14 years 
15 
"20 
25 
'30 
35 

to 
to 
to 
to 

19 
24 
29 
34 

years 

years 
years 
years 
years 
and above 

Ages of children living at home (list) 

6. Ages of children living away from home (list) 

7. Population of current residence 
Rural community-2,499 and below 
Small city or town-2,500 to 99,999 
Medium city or town-100,000 to 249,999 
Large city-250,000 to 499,999 
Metropolitan area (central or suburb)-500,000 and 
above 
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8. Highest level of education completed 
Less than high school 
High School 
Some college or vocational training 
Bachelor's degree 
Some postgraduate work 
Master's degree 
Doctor's degree 

9, Occupation 
List the name of your job or the title of your position 
(Not the firm where you work), 

Mark the statement that best describes your job or position. 
^Professional, technical, and managerial occupations 
(education, sciences, art, law, entertainment, 
administration, theology, medicine, etc.) 
Clerical and sales occupations (salespersons, mer
chandising, recording, typing, filing, and related 
occupations) 
Service occupations (food service, lodging services, 
domestic services, barbering, cosmetology, amuse
ment services, apparel and furnishings services, 
and related occupations) 
Farming, fishery, forestry, and related agricul
tural services occupations. 
Processing occupations (metalwork, processing of 
food and tobacco products, paper, petroleum prod
ucts, chemicals, leather, textiles, etc., and 
related occupations). 
Machine trades occupations (mechanics, metal or 
paperworking, machining of stone, clay, glass, wood, 
etc., printing, and related occupations). 
Bench work occupations (fabrication, assembly, and 
repair of medical equipment, electrical equipment, 
textiles, wood products, stone, plastic, glass and 
rubber products, painting, decorating, and related 
occupations). 
Structural work occupations (welders, flame cut-
ters, occupations in installation, plastering, 
waterproofing, cementing, paving, grading, etc., 
construction and structural work, and related 
o ccupations). 
Miscellaneous occupations (motor freight, transpor-
tation, packaging, graphic art, recreation and 
motion picture occupations, and related occupa
tions ) . 
Other (explain) 
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10 Annual income from your 
$4,999 and below 
$5,000 to $9,999 
$10,000 to $14,999 
$15,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $24,999 
$25,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 and above 

occupation 

11 

12 

Religious preference 
P r o t e s t an t 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Atheis t 
No preference 
Other (list) 

Ethnic background 
Anglo 
Negro 
Mexican-American 
0 r i e n t a 1 
Other (list) 

13 . P r e s e n t l y i n v o l v e d in m a r i t a l c o u n s e l i n g 
^Yes 
No 

14. P a r t i c i p a t e d in m a r i t a l c o u n s e l i n g p r e v i o u s l y in t h i s 
m a r r i a g e 

Yes 
No 
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Most persons have disagreements in their marriage relation
ship. Please indicate below the approximate extent of dis
agreement between you and your spouse on the following items 
Your responses will be strictly confidential, and no attempt 
will be made to identify you with a particular response set. 
Please answer each question by placing a mark (X) in the 
blank that best describes the extent of disagreement over 
that item in your marriage. 
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Eî  

CO 
p^ 
CO 
^ (U 

iH 0) 
<3 M 

bO 
4- ) CO 
CO CO 
O -H 
6 O 

i H 
< 

(U 
(a 0) 
> , M 
CO M 
5 CO 

tH CD 
< -H 

O 

1. Handling family finances 

2, Matters of recreation 

3, Religious matters 

4, Demonstration of affec
tion 

5, Friends 

6, Sex relations 

7, Conventionality (correct 
or proper behavior) 

8, Philosophy of life 

9, Ways of dealing with 
parents or in-laws 

10. Aims, goals, and things 
believed important 

11, Amount of time spent 
together 

12, Making major decisions 

13, Household tasks 
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14, Leisure time interests 
and activities 

15, Career decisions 
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16, How often have you dis
cussed or considered 
divorce, or terminating 
your relationship? 

17, How often do you or your 
mate leave the house 
after a fight? 

18. In general, how often do 
you think that things 
between you and your 
spouse are going well? 

19. Do you confide in your 
mate? 
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20. Do you ever regret that 
you married? 

21. How often do you and your 
spouse quarrel? 

22. How often do you and your 
mate "get on each other's 
nerves? 
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23. Do you kiss your mate? 
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24. Do you and your mate engage 
in outside interests 
together? 

B 
0) 

Xi 
U 

4-1 
O 

i H 
t H 

< 

6 
<U 

. C 
•M 

M-l 
O 

4-1 
CO 

o 
s 

S 
(U 

J 2 
•M 

tw 

o 
0) 
g 
o 

CO 

:» e 
(U (U 

4-1 .G 
• P 

>> 
u ^ 
0) o 

> 

e 
(U 

.c 
• u 

4-1 

O 

0) 

c 
o 
:z 

How often would you say the following events occur between 
you and your mate? 
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25. Have a stimulating exchange 
of ideas 

26. Laugh together 

21, Calmly discuss something 

28. Work together on a 
proj ect 
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These are some things about which couples sometimes agree 
and sometimes disagree. Indicate if either item below 
caused differences of opinions or were problems in your 
relationship during the past few weeks. (Check yes or no) 

29. 

30, 

yes 

yes 

no 
Being too tired for sex. 

Not showing love 
no 

31, The dots on the following line represent different 
degrees of happiness in your relationship. The middle 
point, "happy" represents the degree of happiness of 
most relationships. Please circle the dot which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things consid
ered, of your relationship. 

Extremely Fairly 
Unhappy Unhappy 

A little 
Unhappy 

Happy Very 
Happy 

Extremely 
Happy 

Perfect 

32, Which of the following statements best describe how you 
feel about the future of your marriage relationship? 

I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and 
would go to almost any length to see that it does, 

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and 
will do all I can to see that it does, 

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and 
will do my fair share to see that it does. 

It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but ^ 
can't do much more than I am doing now to help it 
succeed, 

It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I 
refuse to do any more than I am doing now to keep the 
relationship going. 

My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more 
that I can do to keep the relationship going. 
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CODE FOR DATA PROCESSING 
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CODE FOR DATA PROCESSING 

Card 1 

Column(s) Variable 

1-3 Couple number 

Card number 

Sex 

Rating Code 

Three digit figure, 
range of 1 to 250 

One digit figure, 
range 1 to 4 

1 = Male 
2 = Female 
9 = No information 

Age at last birthday 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

19 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
No 

years 
to 29 
to 
to 
to 
to 

39 
49 
59 
69 

years 

and below 
years 
years 
years 
years 
years 
and above 

information 

Current marital status 1 = Married for the 
first time 

2 = Separated 
3 = Remarried 
9 = No information 

8 Length of present 
marriage 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

4 years and below 
5 to 9 years 
10 to 14 years 
15 
20 
25 
30 
35 
No 

to 
to 
to 
to 

19 
24 
29 
34 

years 

years 
years 
years 
years 
and above 

information 
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Column(s) Variable Rating Code 

Population of current 
residence 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Rural community-
2,499 and below 
Small city or town-
2,500 to 99,999 
Medium city or town-
100,000 to 249,999 
Large city-
250,000 to 499,999 
Metropolitan area 
(central or suburb)-
500,000 and above 
No information 

10 Highest level of 
education 

11-12 Occupation 

1 = Less than high school 
2 = High school 
3 = Some college or 

vocational training 
4 = Bachelor's degree 
5 = Some postgraduate 

work 
6 = Master's degree 
7 = Doctor's degree 
9 = No information 

01 = Professional, tech
nical, managerial 

02 = Clerical and sales 
03 = Service occupations 
04 = Agricultural occu

pations 
05 = Processing occupa

tions 
06 = Machine trades 
07 = Bench work occu

pations 
08 = Structural work 

occupations 
09 = Miscellaneous occu

pations 
10 = Homemaker 
11 = Student 
12 = No information 
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Column(s) Variable Rating Code 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Annual income from 1 = $4,999 and below 
individual occupation 2 = $5,000 to $9,999 

3 = $10,000 to $14,999 
4 = $15,000 to $19,999 
5 = $20,000 to $24,999 
6 = $25,000 to $29,999 
7 = $30,000 and above 
9 = No information 

Annual household income Same as for variable 13 
(husband's plus wife's) 

Religious preference 

Ethnic background 

Presently involved in 
marital counseling 

Participated in marital 
counseling previously 
in this marriage 

Score on IRS item #1 
(harmonious) 

Score on IRS item //2 
(strong) 

Score on IRS item //3 
(alive) 

Score on IRS item #4 
(motivated) 

Score on IRS item #5 
(successful) 

1 = Protestant 
2 = Catholic 
3 = Jewish 
4 = Atheist 
5 = No preference 
6 = Other 
9 = No information 

1 = Anglo 
2 = Negro 
3 = Mexican-American 
4 = Oriental 
5 = Other 
9 = No information 

1 = Yes 
2 = No 
9 = No information 

1 = Yes 
2 = No 
9 = No information 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range of 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 19 

Same as for variable 19 

Same as for variable 19 

Same as for variable 19 
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Column (s) Variable 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28-29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39-40 

Score on IRS item #6 
(dynamic) 

Score on IRS item #7 
(vital) 

Score on IRS item #8 
(stable) 

Score on IRS item #9 
(concept mean) 

Score on IRS concept 
of Our Marital Rela
tionship 

Rating Code 

Same as for variable 19 

Same as for variable 19 

Same as for variable 19 

Same as for variable 19 

Two digit figure, range 
9 to 63. 

Score on IRS item #10 9 = No information 
(wise) (One digit figure, 

range 1 to 7) 

Score on IRS item #11 Same as for variable 30 
(successful) 

Score on IRS item #12 Same as for variable 30 
(motivated) 

Score on IRS item #13 
(strong) 

Score on IRS item #14 
(controlled) 

Score on IRS item #15 
(congenial) 

Score on IRS item #16 
(free) 

Score on IRS item #17 
(effective) 

Score on IRS item #18 
(deliberate) 

Same as for variable 30 

Same as for variable 30 

Same as for variable 30 

Same as for variable 30 

Same as for variable 30 

Same as for variable 30 

Score on IRS concept of Two digit figure, 
Financial Management In range of 9 to 63. 
Our Relationship 
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Column(s) Variable Rating Code 

41 Score on IRS item #19 9 = No information 
(concentrated) (One digit figure. 

47 

48 

49 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

ra nge 1 to 7) 

42 Score on IRS item #20 Same as for variable 41 
(good) 

43 Score on IRS item #21 Same as for variable 41 
(active) 

44 Score on IRS item #22 Same as for variable 41 
(skilled) 

45 Score on IRS item #23 Same as for variable 41 
(involved) 

46 Score on IRS item #24 Same as for variable 41 
(flexible) 

Score on IRS item #25 Same as for variable 41 
(motivated) 

Score on IRS item #26 Same as for variable 41 
(satisfactory) 

Score on IRS item #27 Same as for variable 41 
(enthusiastic) 

50-51 Score on IRS concept of Two digit figure, rang 
Mate's Role Performance of 9 to 63 

e 

Score on IRS item #28 9 = No information 
(adaptable) (O^e digit number. 

r a nge 1 to 7) 

Score on IRS item #29 Same as for variable 52 
(optimistic) 

Score on IRS item #30 Same as for variable 52 

(patient) 

Score on IRS item #31 Same as for variable 52 

(deep) 

score on IRS item #32 Same as for variable 52 

(attentive) 

score on IRS item #33 Same as for variable 52 

(mature) 
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Column(s) Variable 

58 

Rating Code 

59 

60 

61-62 

Score on IRS item #34 Same as for variable 52 
(unselfish) 

Score on IRS item #35 Same as for variable 52 
(strong) 

Score on IRS item #36 Same as for variable 52 
(accepting) 

Score on IRS concept of Two digit figure. 
How My Spouse Sees Me range of 9 to 63. 

Card 2 

Column(s) Variable 

1-3 

8 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Couple number 

Card number 

Score on IRS item #37 
(eager) 

Score on IRS item #38 
(active) 

Score on IRS item #39 
(enthusiastic) 

Score on IRS item #40 
(fulfilling) 

Score on IRS item #41 
(free) 

Score on IRS item #42 
(enj oyable) 

Score on IRS item #43 
(voluntary) 

Score on IRS item #44 
(free) 

Score on IRS item #45 
(satisfactory) 

Rating Code 

Three digit figure, 
range 1 to 250 

One digit figure, range 
1 to 4 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 
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Column(s) Variable 

14-15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25-26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

Score on IRS concept 
of Our Involvement In 
Social Activities 

Score on IRS item #46 
(mature) 

Score on IRS item #47 
(deep) 

Score on IRS item #48 
(patient) 

Score on IRS item #49 
(attentive) 

Score on IRS item #50 
(strong) 

Score on IRS item #51 
(accept ing) 

Score on IRS item #52 
(unselfish) 

Score on IRS item #53 
(optimis tic) 

Score on IRS item #54 
(adap table) 

Score on IRS concept of 
How I See My Spouse 

Score on IRS item #55 
(deep) 

Score on IRS item #56 
(motivated) 

Score on IRS item #57 
(skillful) 

Score on IRS item #58 
(effective) 

Score on IRS item #59 
(frequent) 

Rating Code 

Two digit figure, 
range of 9 to 63. 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Same as for variable 16 

Two digit figure, 
range 9 to 63 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 27 

Same as for variable 27 

Same as for variable 27 

Same as for variable 27 
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Column(s) Variable 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36-37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47-48 

49 

Score on IRS item #60 
(flexible) 

Score on IRS item #61 
(deliberate) 

Score on IRS item #62 
(rewarding) 

Score on IRS item #63 
(conci.se) 

Score on IRS concept of 
Problem Solving In Our 
Relationship 

Score on IRS item #64 
(fulfilling) 

Score on IRS item #65 
(effortless) 

Score on IRS item #66 
(vigorous) 

Score on IRS item #67 
(spontaneous) 

Score on IRS item #68 
(beautiful) 

Score on IRS item #69 
(free) 

Score on IRS item #70 
(emotional) 

Score on IRS item #71 
(active) 

Score on IRS item #72 
(beneficial) 

Score on IRS concept of 
Affection - Sexual 

Score on IRS item #73 
(deep) 

Rating Code 

Same as for variable 27 

Same as for variable 27 

Same as for variable 27 

Same as for variable 27 

Two digit figure, 
range of 9 to 63. 

9 = No information 
(One digit number, 
range of 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Same as for variable 38 

Two digit figure, range 
9 to 63 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

http://conci.se
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Column(s) Variable 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

Score on IRS item #74 
(tender) 

Score on IRS item #75 
(emotional) 

Score on IRS item #76 
(active) 

Score on IRS item #77 
(warm) 

Score on IRS item #78 
(spontaneous) 

Score on IRS item #79 
(free) 

Rating Code 

Same as for variable 49 

Same as for variable 49 

Same as for variable 49 

Same as for variable 49 

Same as for variable 49 

Same as for variable 49 

56 

57 

58-59 

Score on IRS item #80 
(frequent) 

Score on IRS item #81 
(satisfactory) 

Score on IRS concept of 
Affection - General 

Same as for variable 49 

Same as for variable 49 

Two digit figure, range 
9 to 63 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

Score on IRS item #82 
(candid) 

Score on IRS item #83 
(open) 

Score on IRS item #84 
(effective) 

Score on IRS item #85 
(free) 

Score on IRS item #86 
(express ive) 

Score on IRS item #87 
(good) 

Score on IRS item #88 
(satisfactory) 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 60 

Same as for variable 60 

Same as for variable 60 

Same as for variable 60 

Same as for variable 60 

Same as for variable 60 
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Column(s) Variable Rating Code 

67 

68 

Score on IRS item #89 Same as for variable 60 
(deep) 

Score on IRS item #90 
(concept mean) 

Same as for variable 60 

69-70 Score on IRS concept of Two digit figure, range 
Communication In Our 9 to 63 
Relationship 

Card 3 

Column(s) Variable 

1-3 

8 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Couple number 

Card number 

Score on IRS item #91 
(healthy) 

Score on IRS item #92 
(motivated) 

Score on IRS item #93 
(equal) 

Score on IRS item #94 
(candid) 

Score on IRS item #95 
(forthright) 

Score on IRS item #96 
(good) 

Score on IRS item #97 
(free) 

Score on IRS item #98 
(lenient) 

Score on IRS item #99 
(transparent) 

Rating Code 

Three digit figure, 
range of 1 to 250 

One digit figure, range 
1 to 4 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 

Same as for variable 5 
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Column(s) Variable 

14-15 

16 

17 

18 

Rating Code 

Score on IRS concept of Two digit figure, range 
Power In Our Relation- 9 to 63 
ship 

Score on IRS item #100 9 = No information 
(exciting) (One digit figure, 

range 1 to 7) 

Score on IRS item #101 Same as for variable 16 
(voluntary) 

Score on IRS item #102 Same as for variable 16 
(vigorous) 

19 Score on IRS item #103 Same as for variable 16 
(deep) 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25-26 

27-29 

30-33 

Score on IRS item #104 Same as for variable 16 
(rewarding) 

Score on IRS item #105 Same as for variable 16 
(strong) 

Score on IRS item #106 Same as for variable 16 
(active) 

Score on IRS item #107 Same as for variable 16 
(harmonious) 

Score on IRS item #108 Same as for variable 16 
(cooperative) 

Score on IRS concept of Two digit figure. 
Companionship In Our range 9 to 63 
Relationship 

Individual Score on IRS Three digit figure, 
range 108 to 756 

Couple's Score on the Four digit figure, 
jRS range 216 to 1500 

34 

35 

Score on DAS item #1 
(finances) 

Score on DAS item #2 
(recreation) 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure 
range 1 to 6) 

Same as for variable 34 
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Column(s) Variable 
Rating Code 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

Score on DAS item #3 
(religious matters) 

Score on DAS item #4 
(affection) 

Score on DAS item #5 
(friends) 

Score on DAS item #6 
(sex relations) 

Score on DAS item #7 
(conventionality) 

Score on DAS item #8 
(philosophy of life) 

Score on DAS item #9 
(in-laws and parents) 

Score on DAS item #10 
(goals and aims) 

Score on DAS item #11 
(shared time) 

Score on DAS item #12 
(decis ions) 

Score on DAS item #13 
(household tasks) 

Score on DAS item #14 
(leisure time) 

Score on DAS item #15 
(career decisions) 

Score on DAS item #16 
(divorce) 

Score on DAS item #17 
(fighting) 

Score on DAS item #18 
(relationship going 
well) 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 
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Column(s) Variable) 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

Score on DAS item #19 
(confide in mate) 

Score on DAS item #20 
(regrets of marriage) 

Score on DAS item #21 
(quarreling) 

Score on DAS item #22 
(get on each other's 
nerves) 

Score on DAS item #23 
(kissing) 

Score on DAS item #24 
(shared interests) 

Score on DAS item #25 
(exchange of ideas) 

Score on DAS item #26 
(laugh together) 

Score on DAS item #27 
(calmly discuss) 

Score on DAS item #28 
(work together) 

Score on DAS item #29 
(too tired for sex) 

Score on DAS item #30 
(not showing love) 

Score on DAS item #31 
(overall evaluation) 

Score on DAS item #32 
(future of relation
ship) 

Rating Code 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

Same as for variable 34 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 5) 

Same as variable 56 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 6) 

Same as for variable 58 

Same as for variable 58 

Same as for variable 58 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 2) 

Same as for variable 62 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 7) 

9 = No information 
(One digit figure, 
range 1 to 6) 



Column (s) Variable Rating Code 

66-68 Individual score on the Three digit figure. 
DAS range of 32 to 183 

69-72 Couple's score on the Three digit figure. 
DAS range of 64 to 366 

Card 4 

123 

Column(s) Variable Rating Code 

1-3 Couple number Three digit figure, 
range 1 to 250 

4 Card number One digit figure, 
range 1 to 4 

5-6 Children living at home Two digit figure, 
range 1 to 99 

7-8 Children living away Same as variable 5-6 
from home 

9-26 Ages of children living Nine two digit figures, 
at home range 1 to 99 

27-44 Ages of children living Same as for variab].e 
away from home 9-26 


