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In this study, we attempled to achieve a culturally sensitive adaptation of the PREmarital Fersonal
And Relationship Evaluation (PREPARE) Inventory with Japanese premarital couples (n = 549),
A rransiation, back-translation, and construct modification process was initigted by a group of
U7.S. and Japanese researchers 1o ensure a culturally sensitive and applicable adaptation of
PREPARE. Alpha religbility analyses revealed good internal consistency among Japanese
PREPARE scales. A Japanese premarital couple typology was developed using cluster analyses,
Several unique features of the Japanese premarital types are identified and discussed, Suggestions
are provided for continued enhancement in adaeptation process of PREPARE with Japanese
premarital couples.

Is marriage as a social institution in crisis in Japan? As japan enters & new millennium, this provocative
question appesrs to be a vatid concern given several demographic and social trends. In 2002, the divorce rate
was at an all time high of 2.3 individuals per 1,000 since the Japanese government first started measuring
the divorce rate in 1899 (Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare, 2004). The divorce rate in Japan increased
by greater than threefold (315%) between 1963 and 2002 (Ministry of Health, Labor and Weifare, 2004).
According to Twai (2001), “The probability of first marriages ending in divorce was one in every ten couples
in 1965, but it had increased to one in every five coupies by 19907 {p. 55).

A closer look at the timing of divorce reveals another mtriguing aspect of this social trend. In 1996,
more than: 40% of all divorces in Japan occurred within 5 vears of marriage, and the likelihood of diverce
decreased as the duration of marriage increased (Iwai, 2001). This is consistent with the data from the U.S.
{Olson & Olson, 2000). ,

However, the high divorce rate was also observed among coupies who had been married for more than
20 years. More than 16% of divorces occurred ameng couples in this cohort. Iwai (2001} gives a very
plausible explanation for the increase in the incidence of divorce among so-calied “empty nesters” from the
life-span and econcmic perspectives. jwai argues that many Japanese women feel disenchanted about
spending their Life alone with their husbands after spending many years rearing their children. As women
more commonly enter the workforce, and economic independence becomes more sttainable, some middle-
aged women might question their marriage openly, and some might choose divorce.

Meanwhile, the marriage rate in Japan has been stagnant throughout the 1950s (Ministry of Health,
Lahor and Weifare, 2004). Many young Japanese adults are getting married at increasingly older ages, or
choosing not to marry. In fact, the average marriage age i Japan is the highest in the world (Applbaum,
1995). In 2001, the average marriage age was 29.0 for men and 27.2 for wornen {Statistical Handbook of
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Japan, 2003). This trend 1s particularly noticeable among wormen, as therr average age for marmage, since
1990, has increased more sharply; from 25.9 to 27.2 for women and from 28.4 to 29.0 for men (Statistical
Handbook of Japan, 2003},

Marriage woes in Japan are projected to continue during the next decade due to a continued increase
in the divorce rate and the climbing mearriage age. The contextual picture of Japan clearly aftests to the need
for premarital research and premarital education programs. Divorce often happens within 5 years of
marriage, indicating inadequate premarital preparation among many couples, Divorce is also comron
arnong couples that are experiencing the empty-nest stage of their relationship, perhaps indicative of a
neglected and weak dyadic unit. Furthermore, the fact that young Japanese adults are matrying later in life,
if at all, also underscores the importance of premarital research that explores the premarital relational
dynamics of Japanese couples.

The main purpose of this study 1s to develop a culturally sensitive and scientifically sound premarital
inventory for Japanese couples. The PREmarital Personal And Relationship Evaluation (PREPARE)
inventory {Ofson, 1997; Olson, Fournier, & Druckman, 1987) was examined for its cultural and research
applicability with Japanese engaged couples. In this article we will delineate the process and procedure of
adapting and reconstructing PREPARE to fit the needs of Japanese couples preparing to marry. The current
study is based on Japanese engaged couples (N = 849 couples) who tock the Japanese version of PREPARE
between 1993 and 2002, Because the study is exploratory in nature, a particular emphasis will be given to
evaluating the cultural applicability of the constructs and items measured by PREPARE (face and content
validity), as well as the PREPARE scales’ alpha reliabitity.

Our endeavors in this study are both significant and appropriate as there is 2 strong need for a study
that examines the issue of premarital relationships using cross-cultural populations (Fowers, Moniel, &
Olson, 1996). Most premarifal research in the U.S. has been based on predominantly Caucasian samples
(i.e., Holman, Linford, et al., 2001; Markman, 1979; 1981; Markman, Floyd, Stanley, & Storaasli, 1988,
Stanley ¢t al, 2001). Histonically, premarital prediction studies in the U.S. either fail to acknowledge
cultural issues conceptually and methodolegically or simply categonize them as a background factor.

A typological analysis was also conducted to classify JTapanese premarital couples into different types
based on the couples’ systemic and relational qualities. Cluster analyses were performed to exaniine the
number of couples fypes as well as qualitative characteristics of each premarital couple type. The results
were compared with the U.S. norms described in Fowers and Olson’s study (1992) to delineate the compat-
ibifity and possible cultural differences between the two populations, Pature suggestions are provided for
using PREPARE as 2 premarital assessmnent tool with Japanese premarital couples.

CONSIDERATIONS IN ADAPTING A PREMARITAL INVENTORY CROSS-CULTURALLY

It has been suggested that paper-and-pencil measures are not the most culturally sensitive method of
gathering data, given that the norms are often based on European middie-class families or couples (Concley
& Bryast, 1995). However, we strongly believe that it is possible to establish a culturally sensitive
adaptation of & premarital inventory (paper-and-penci] measure) if several considerations are taken into
account.

First, the cross-culwral applicability of premarital constructs and concepts must be carefully
established. Conoley and Bryant’s (1995) critiques of several family assessments with regard to their
cuftural insensitvity focus primarily on the cultural inappiicability of some constructs/concepts. Although
marry counle and family assessmnents (most certainly many premarital inventories) do lack cultural applic-
ahility, it is not sclely due to their methodelogy (paper-and-pencil) but also due to the lack of efforts 1o
establish cultural sensitivity and applicability through a carefully designed adaptation process,

For instance, 1t is essential that family researchers place current premarital relationship issues in the
historical and cultural contexts in which particular familial structures are mmbedded (Getrman, 1994),
Premarital courtship might have a different meaning within certain cultures where arranged marriages are
the norm rather than the exception. Same cultures might be experiencing social change that creates 2 tension
hetween tradifional family structures that emphasize extended family supports and approval of premarital
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relationships, and more dyadic and gender equality-based relationships. These contextual faciors must be
incorporated into a premarital inventory as cultarally applicable constructs,

Typicaily, a cross-culmral couple or family study involves comparing two or more populations. (often
2 Buro-American group and an ethnic minority group) using an established inventory (or norms of the Euro-
American group) through confirmatory factor analysis or construct validity coefficients (see Knight, Tein,
Shell, & Roosa, 1992). Rarely is it the case that content experts from both the criginal Western creators and
the minority group engage in a collzborative discourse to discern the cultural applicability of the inventory
prior to using it with a particular popuiation. This collaborative process is critical, given that there might be
a particular construct based oa Euro-American norms that needs to be aitered or changed to better reflect
the cultural and familial patterns unique to the population. As described in more desail later in the research
design section, we did encounter the cultural mismatch between @ PREPARE construct and the Japanese
familial practice. It helped us tremendously to have an on-going discussion between 1.5, and Japanese
researchers o achieve cultural sensitivity, even when that meant making rather drastic changes to a
PREPARE scale.

Language is another layer that greatly infivences the cultural sensitivity and applicability of a
premarital inventory. Because we examined the cultural applicability of PREPARE with Japanese premarital
coupies residing in Japan, it was required that PREPARE be translated into Japanese, It is extremely
important for the researchers to be transparent about both the translation and the vaiidation process of a
premarital inventory with its cultural sensitivity and applicability. In light of the vuinerability of a self-report
insteument (paper-and-pencil) to data contamination (L., social desirability, memory decay, and memory
reconstragtion), it is of particular concern when using a transiated version of the instrument with a cultural
group whose language znd culturslly specific norms and practices differ from those of the language and
culiure in which the instrument was ofginally written. The franslation and validation process miust aim at
achieving a cognitive and cultural understanding with participants by being conscientious about how the
respondents’ answers can be shaped by how the questions are worded, formatted, and placed in a specific
context, such as language and culture (Schwarz, 1999),

Thus, the transiation process should go beyond the word-to-word semantic ranslation. Rather the
process should be used to establish the content validity of the inventory with the particular popuiation. Once
the translation is done, the inventory must go through rigorous scientific testing for its reliability and validity
with the population {Lewinsohn & Wermer, 1997).

Carroll and his colleagues (2001}, using a “Serial Approach” developed by Herrera, DelCampo, and
Ames (1993), provided the standard process for ensuring the accurate and culturally sensitive translation of
a premaritalfmarital inventory, RELATionship Evaluation questionnaire~RELATE (Holman, Busby,
Doxey, Klein, & Loyer-Carlson, 1997) into Spanish. Six steps included in the process are: (a) Transiating
by committee {taking Into account sociocultural factors of a population); {b) assessing clarity and
equivalence; (¢) back-translating (by individuals with varying educational backgrounds); (d) field-testing
with both menolinguals and bilinguals; (e} assessing reliability (test-retest reliability of monolingual and
bilingual groups); and finally (f} interpretation (through interviews of members of monolingual and
bilingual groups). Throughout these steps, Carroli et al. (2001} emphasized that the translation team must
include both native target-language bilinguals (NTLBs: in this case Spanish) and native source-language
bilinguals (NSLBs; English}. Thus, the process of transiation must specify “how” the process evolved and
“who” produced the docament (Carroll et al., 20G1).

In summary, adapting a premarital instrument cross-culiurally requires sensible and conscientious
efforts by family researchers from both cultures, Throughout this article, we will attempt to report clearly
how we faced these issues in our adaptation process of PREPARE with Jupuanese couples and the steps we
100k to ensure cultural sensitivity and applicability of the inventory.

AN ECOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE AND PREPARE INVENTORY
Larson and Hobman (19094) and, more recently, Hotman and Linford (2001) used the ecological

perspective (o conceptualize premarital factors into three eco-gysternic arsas: (8) Background and contextual

Gerober 2004 JOURNAL OF MARITAL AND FAMILY THERAPY 413




factors, {(b) individual traits factors, and (c) coupie interactional process lactors. Because of space
constraints, the readers are referred to comprehensive literature raviews based on the ecological perspective
of previous premarital studies by Lerson and Holman (1994) and Holman and Linford (2001).

The ecological perspective is used as the conceptual framework for the current study since premarital
factors are often complex and multi-leveled, encompassing all three ecological factors. Furthermore, the
ecological perspective should provide the appropriate conceptual fit for the current study that expiores the
contextual factors that affect premarital reladonships in Japan,

Conceptually, the ecotogical perspective is congruent with the PREPARE relational scales (Olson &
Olson, 1999). The background and contexmual factors are assessed by the PREPARE's external factors,
including background items (age, income, education, and occupation), Family Closeness, Family
Flexibility, Family and Friends, and Financial Management scales. The mdividual wraits and behaviors
factors can be analyzed uvsing the PREPARE's inmapersonal factors including, Leisure Activities,
Personality Issues (temper, moodiness, jealousy, and possessiveness), Realistic Expectations, and Religious
Orientation scales. Finally, the couple interactional processes factors are examined through the PREPARE's
imerpersonal factors: Children and Parenting, Communicaton, Conflict Resotution, Fqualitarian Roles, and
Sexual Relationship scales.

The ecological perspective serves as a conceptual guide throughout this article. It also provides the
framework for the broad research questions this study explores: (a) Does the transiated Japansse version of
PREPARE have high levels of cultural applicability (face validity) and intemnal reliability? And (b) is the
premanital couple typology among Japanese couples based on PREPARE qualitatively different from the
11.S. premarital couple types?

The ecological perspective should sensitize us in our efforts to establish cross-cultural applicability of

. PREPARE, Contextual factors, such as increasing divorce rate in Japan and the importance of the extended
families’ role on mate selection and marriage process are woven info the research guestions. Our intention
here is to keep a window open for potential cultural differences so thai we will be less biased in the
validation process of PREPARE and interpretatons of the findings. For instance, if we find both similarities
and differences between the Japanese and U.S. PREPARE premarital typologies, the ecolo gical perspective
should facilitate culwraily sensitive interpretations of these comparative data for fumre cl inical and research
use.

METHOD

Puarticipants

Participants in this study were 849 engaged couples (1.698 individuals) obtained from a nonprobability
and nonclinical sample n Japan between 1993 and 2002. Participant sources included self-referral, family
referral, and agency-referral {e.g., churches). Thus, the pardcipants of this study are characterized as a
convenience sampie.

The mean age of the participants was 29.3 (SD = 3,89 range = 22-55) for males and 271 (8D =326,
range = 20-51) for females, which is fairly close fo the nationa average marriage age m Japan for both men
¢29.0% and women (27.23 in 2001, Most of the participants had never been married, with a very small percent
(about 1%) of individuals being either divorced or widowed.

The current lving arrangement revealed a salient gender difference: although more than one-half of
maies lived alone. more than 80% of females lived with their parents. About one-third of the men fived with
their parents. The majority of the individuals (close to 80%) in this study fived in a large city with a
{population of z 100,000},

In terms of education, the participants were fairly well educated, with greater than 20% of both men
and women had some college education. The descriptions of employment showed that most of the pariic-
ipants belonged 1o “‘white-collar” occupations, as only seven males {}.8 %)} worked as factory workers or
laborers. About ane-fourth of the female participants were unemployed as opposed to less than 1% of males.
There was also a strong discrepancy tn annual income between males and females. About one-fourth (N =
214) of females reported having no individual ncome, whereas less than 1% of males fit in this mcome
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. bracket. Finally, about cne-third of men had an income of ‘> $54,000 (U.S. dollars), but only about 2% of
women earned this much.

Measure

Pyvchometric properties of PREPARE with a .S, population. Previous research has demonstrated the
strong psychometric properties of PREPARE with high levels of refiability, validity, and clinical utility
{Olson, 1997; Olson & Olgon, 1999). The alpha relizhilities for the PREPARE scales (n = 1,742) indicate
internal consistency with the coefficients ranging from 75 to .85, with a mean reliability of .79 (Olson,
1997). Test-retest reliabilities of PREPARE {1 = 472) over a 4-week period range from .74 to 93, with 2
mean of .81 {Olson, 1997). .

PREPARE individual and Positive Couple #greement (PCA) scores. The PREPARE scales provide
both individual scores (his and her perspectives) and couple scores (dyadic measurement). The couple scores
are calied Positive Couple Agreement (PCA) scores, given that they measure the couple’s agreement in their
perception of relationship quaiity in positive terms. The actual PCA score for each scale constitutes the
percentage of items both partners describe in positive terms. PCA scores can range from 0% to 100%. In
this study, we use both PREPARE individual and PCA scores in its descriptive data analyses,

Research Design and Procedure

Phase ] of the study was done between 1993 and 2002 and included the following steps: (a) Adaptation,
translation, and content analysis of PREPARE by a team of Japanese and U.S. family scholars who have
extensive knowledge of the inventory as welt as of the premarital and marital relational dynamics 1n Japan;
(b} recruitment of the research participants via a Japanese branch of PREPARE/ENRICH Inc.; (c) adminis-
tration of the Japanese version of PREPARE to the engaged couples; and lastly (d) data cotlection. All the
steps were coordinated and administered by the PREPARE revision group.

The Japanese version of PREPARE. Initial translation and adaptation of PREPARE into Japanese was
conducted in 1992 prior to the collection of data.! The translation procedure involved a group of Japanese
and U.S. family scholars and therapists who had extensive knowledge of the inventory as well a5 the
conceptual understanding of the premarital and marital issues in Japan and the U.S.

The group members included the original PREPARE developer (the second author), an American
couple therapist (male) who had lived and practiced premarital and marital therapy in Japan for 15 years,
and two Japanese couple therapists (male and female) who had graduate degrees from the U.S. The original
PREPARE developer served as the construct and content expert of the inveniory. The US. therapist is a
native source-tanguage bilingual (NSL.B}, and had extensive experience and knowledge of premarital issues
and contextual factors that affect many Japanese engaged couples. The two Japanese therapists are native
target-language bilinguals (NTLBs), with 2 good knowledge base i premarital theories and research in the
1.8., as well as clinically based experience working with Japanese coupies.

The initial translation of PREPARE into Japanese was performed by the U.S. therapist (NSLB). The
transiated version was examined by the two Japanese therapists (NTLBs) for its grammatical accuracy and
cultural appropriateness of the erminology used. Then, the Japanese PREPARE items were back-translated
into English by the Japanese therapists, and the results were reviewed by both the NSLB and the PREPARE
deveioper as well as by the NTLBs for clarity and accuracy. Thus, the transiation process was examined
twice for caltural and linguistic sensitivity by the use of the NSLB and NTLBs.

During the initial translation process, the question was raised regarding the cultural sensitivity of one
of the PREPARE scales with Japanese engaged couples. Both the NSLB and the NTLBs agreed that the
Religious Orientation scale appeared fo lack the cultural and familial applicability with the Japanese
premarital couples because: () Religions in Japan function in a more ritzaiistic way {Bawer & Carlquist,
1965), (b} their pracice is deeply imbedded in their familial system at a more subconscious Jevel
(Reischauer, 19813, and (c) different religions are not mutually exchusive for many Japanese {about 60% of
the participants n this regarded themselves as belonging to other types of religion than major religions, such
as Buddhism, Shintotsm, or Christzanity).

Consequently, such itemns from PREPARE as “My partner and 1 disagree about some of the teachings
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of my retigion” or “In loving my partner, 1 feel that 1 am able o better understand the concept that God is
love,” that are more based on the Judeo-Christian tradition, do not guite resonare with the shared meaning
of religion among Japanese. Thus, it was decided by the PREPARE revision group that the Religious
Orientation scale be dropped from the Japanese version of PREPARE.

To create a new PREPARE scale that was more culturafly sensitive and applicable to Japanese couples
preparing to marry, the PREPARE revision group members brainstormed the common premarital issues that
affect the couples most significantly. The group staried this process by writing out guestionnaire iferns, then
inductively reviewing them for the common themes. A theme that repeatedly emerged had to do with the
premarital couple’s relationship with their parents and Tature in-laws. The group's consensus was that such
cross-generational issues as whether or not to live with the parents or the parents-in-law after marriage and
the question of providing the care for aging parents had real significance for many young Japanese adults,

The PREPARE revision group finalized the 10 items that most appropriatety assessed the extended
farmily issues that affect many Japanese premarital coupies. A new PREPARE scale was named the Family
Cooperation scale (see Appendix for the list of 10 items). The term cocperation implies an on-going and
continuous natre of the extended family network for the premarital couples after thewr marriage.
“Cooperation” also emphasizes the reciprocal natare of the relationships in which parents and parents-in law
might continue to support the couples financially, whereas the couples later reciprocaie by providing
financial and physical caregiving to aging parents.

1t is important to note that the Family Cooperation scale 18 conceptually distinct from the Family and
Friend scale in its developmental foci. The Family Cooperation scale examines the premarital couple’s
perceptions of the on-going and/or future relationship dynamics with parents and parents-in-law after the
marriage, and the Family and Friend scale is more focused on the premarital approval and support by the
family and friends leading up to the marriage.

Next, the Japanese version of PREPARE (with a new Family Cooperation scale and without the
Religious Orientation scale) was field-tested with 849 Japanese engaged couples between 1993 and 2002,
A Japanese branch of PREPARE/ENRICH, Inc. recruited the couptes mostly through chusches that required
the marrying couples to go throngh premarital counseling and preparation (many Protestant and Catholic
churches in Japan follow the U.S. premarital preparation process). Interestingly, enly 2.6 % (n = 22) of
maies and 5.7 % (n = 49) of femaies among the 849 couples in this study seli-identified as Christian.
However, getting married in a church (or a chapel as many Japanese would say} is 2 very popular practice
arnong many young Japanese couples, because they view this option as more romantic (han a traditional
Shinto wedding. Thus, even though many coupies in the current study might view themnseives as Buddhists
or Shintoists, they might not have objected to the idea of having their wedding at a chapel. This provides a
further validation of the decision made by the PREPARE revision group to drop the Religious Orientation
scale, as the participants n this study certainly showed their more open attitudes toward accepiing a
religious practice other than their own.

The authors of this article designed and implemented Phase 11 of the research project. The authers of
this study engaged in the following research procedure: (2) Translating the Japaunese version of PREPARE
hack into English {by the first author) for the second time to determire the semantic and concepiual
appropriateness of the translated version; (b) evaluating the scientific aspects of the Japanese PREPARE by
examining the face validity of PREPARE scales and corresponding items, and the internal consistency
(alphz) of the scales; and lastly (¢} conducting descriptive analyses.

RESULTS

Face Validity of the Japanese Version of PREPARE

The Japanese version of PREPARE was exarmined by the first author who speaks both Japanese and
English fluently (2 NTLB) to ensure the vahdity of the Jepanese items lnguisucalty and conceptually.
Because he was not a part of the original PREPARE revision team. he provided an additional source of
validation to the Japanese PREPARE.

Owverall face validity of Japanese items was supported as itern-hy-item reading of the translaed items
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revealed no awkwardness in wording, which typically accompanies 2 simplistic word-to-word transiation.
The lapanese items of PREPARE employed the appropriate Japanese terms that are commonly used to
describe couple and family relational issues. Thus, the likelihood of misinterpretations or misconceptions of
the Jupanese PREPARE items by the participants seem to be shm.

All 125 Japanese items were then translated back to English for the second time. To ensure & blind
review process of the back-transiation. Japanese ltems were translated without any reference to the original
English version of PREPARE. After all items were back-transiated. each item was compared to the onginal
version, hne-by-line,

Resuits of back-wanslation revealed the appropriate face validity of the PREPARE Japanese version in
comparison with the U.S, version for the majority of tems. Back-translation revealed, however, one item for
which the original meaning of the text appeared to be altered unintentionally because of translation issues.
Original item 59, “Having children will probably put additional strain on our relationship” was intended 10
be a positive statement, reflecting the couple’s realistic understanding of having children and 1ty impact on
their relationship. However, the transiated version, “Having children probably will create unnacessary stress
on our marriage” could be interpreted as a negative statement because of the adjective “unnecessary” used
in the statement. The term “unpecessary” has a strong implication that children are unwanted or
troublesome. Therefore, the item was reverse-coded, given that the negative response (Strongly disagree or
Disagree) to the item should be regarded a3 a positive relational quality rather than negative.

Internal Cansistency Reliability

Because the overall face validity of the Japanese PREPARE was demonsirated, the next step was to
examine the inventory’s intemal consistency. We took Carrofl et al's (2001) “Senal Approach” a step
further by running alpha reliability analyses, rather than test—retest reliability, so that the internal consistency
across the Japanese PREPARE scaies could be validated. Given that the Japanese version of PREPARE
underwent a scale reconstruction (development of Family Cooperation scale), ensuring high internal
consistency across the Japanese PREPARE scales was particularly critical. The initial results yielded the
average alpha of .67 among 13 PREPARE scales, ranging from a low of .52 (Leisure Activities) 1o a high
of .82 (Family Cohesion; see Table 1). The newly developed Family Cooperation scale showed a fairly
adequate rehability with alpha coefficient of .69.

Because the initial analysis for some scales failed to meet the acceptabie level of average alpha
coefficient of .70 (Whitley Jr, 1996), further item-by-item analyses were conducted to idemtify the
problematic items. Nine items of the 125 items determined as *‘problematic” include: item 32 from Realistic
Expectations, 30 from Personality Issues, 84 from Leisure Activities, 49 from Children and Parenting, 27
and 108 from Family and Friends, 43 and 97 from Equalitarian Roles, and 125 from Family Adaptability.
These mne items were deleted from the corresponding seven PREPARE scales. (See Appendix for the list
of deleted items. ) |

Eliminating the nine problematic iterns yielded the acceptable average aipha of 70 for the 13 Jupanese
PREPARF scales (see Table 13, As expecied, the alpha coefficients of all seven PREPARE scales with one
or more problematic items fmproved as a result of Hem deletions (see " in Table 1). Overall, Japaness scales
demenstrated a siightly lower internal consistency than the U5, sample (PREPARE Version 1987) that had
the average alpha of .74 (Olson ef al. 1987), except for the personality issues and family cohesion scales,
New PREPARE individual and PCA scores for 849 couples were computed using 2 total of 116 nems (9
times deleted) instead of 125, The following typological analyses were done using the modified PREPARE
PCA scores,

Japanese Premarital Couple Typology

Previcus typological studies {U.S. PREPARE couple types by Fowers & Olson, 1992; five ENRICH
marital types by Fowers & Olson, 1993: seven ENRICH marital types by Lavee & Olson, 1993 and five
African American marital types by Allen & Olson, 2001) were used as a methedological guide in developing
Japanese couple types. The Japanese premarital couple typology, based on 1 PREPARE scales, was
developed in two stages. First, a hierarchical claster analysis (average linkage within groups with Buclidean
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Table 1
Internal Coefficient Alpha
Japanese version Japanese version (LS. version  U.S. version
(N = 1,65%) (N = 1,698 19878 20008
Before 1tems After 1tems {(N=34050) (N=1,742)

PREPARE scales deleted deleted
Realistic expectations” A0 63 73 T8
Personality issues” 76 79 77 T8
Communication 71 1 78 78
Conflict resolution 70 0 T2 81
Financial management 0 70 5 75
Leisure activities” 32 58 63 76
Sexual relattonship G 70 70 78
Children and parenting” 70 73 62 82

{ Family and friends’ 63 64 70 79
Equalitarian roles’ 56 H4 78 78
Family cooperation .69 .69 85 .85
{Religious orientation
for U.S. version)
Family adaptability” 59 6 84 84
Farmly cohesion .82 .82 g5 75
AVERAGE 47 70 4 79
Note. Scales with * had one or more ilems deleted .
2 Qlson et al. (1987)
b Olson (1997)

distance) was conducted with 270 randomily selected couples to seek the optimal number of cluster solutions.
A smaller number of cases is recommended for the hierarchical cluster analysis as this clustering method is
more susceptible to the influence of outliers that may lead to unstable solutions (Lavee & Oison, 1993).

Agglomerative coefficients suggested inconclusive solutions, ranging from three to five clusters. A
series of multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA), univariae analyses of variance {ANOVA), and post
hoc tests Tevealed that Japanese premarital couples were better differentiated using either the three- or four-
cluster solution. Fowers and Olson (1992) found four PREPARE premarital types, which provided a
convenient benchipark, pointing to the four-cluster solution, Plotting of the meap PCA scores among
different solutions also provided the visual zid for selecting the 4-cluster solution, as evidenced by
distinctive gaps among the among clusters.

K-means cluster analysis was then conducted with the number.of clusters set at four. K-means method
was chosen as a cross-validation method, because it can handle a larger number of cases than the hierar-
chical method (Lavee & Qlson, 1993). Using the total sarple (M = 849), the K-means clusier vielded a very
stable solution nearly identical to the profile obtained through the herarchical cluster method. Figure |
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Figure I: Japanese premarital types based on K-Means clustering method (N = 549}

shows the final profiles of the four Japanese premarital couple types.

In comparison with the U.S. premarital types, there is convincing evidence that the four Japanese
premarital types were fairly similar to the types fourk by Fowers & Olson (1992) (see Figure 2). Overall,
both Japanese and U.S. prefiles have noticeable dips in the PCA scores on Financial Management and
Chiidren and Parenting scales, and relative peak points for the Sexual Relationship scale across the couple
types.

In terms of dissimilarity, Japanese profiles displayed distinctively lower PCA scores on Realistic
Expectations, indicative of the rather unrealistic ideology the Japanese couples had for the future marriage.
Children and Parenting PCA scores were aiso lower among the Japanese types. Finally, Family Cooperation
was used for the Japanese profiles in leu of Religious Orientation for the U.S. profiles, so these two scales
could not be directly compared.

Because of the overall similarity between the Jjapanese and the U.3. profiles, the four Japanese
premarital types were given the same nomenclature of vitalized, harmonious, traditional, and conflicted.
Nex{, the profiles of four Japanese premarital types are presented in descending order of their average
PREPARE PCA scores.

Profiles of fowr Japanese premavital couple rypes. Vitalized couples (n = 198, 23.3%) showed high
relational functionmg in ail 1} scales except for Children and Parenting {43} and Realistic Expectations
(11.5). The vitalized couples had the highest mean PCA scores of any groups with an exception of Realistic
Expectations. Both PCA scores and the profile shape are very similar to the vitalized couples in the U.S.,
except Japanese type had slightly lower PCA scores across relational dimensions (see Figure 2], The
viralized couples appear 1o have a balanced view regarding the importance of their immediate individsal
traits and interpersonal concerns (L., personality issues, communication), as well as the funme external
concems (i.e., family cooperation, future financial plans).

Harmonious couples (n = 218; 25.7%) demonstrated moderately high overall relaionship quality on
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Figure 2. U.S. premarital types (N = 2,355), Fowers and Olson (1992); Olson (1997}, Reprinted with
permission from Life Innovations, Inc.

PCA scores, with the exceptions of Realistic Expectadons, Financial Management, and Children and
Parenting. The harmonious couples displayed more agreement of immediate individual traits and
interpersonal areas (Personality lssues, Communication, Conflict Resolution) and external issues (Family
and Friends). In terms of time-orientation, similar o the U.S. harmonicus type, these couples appeared to
be mare concerned with their immediate internal harmony, and less with future-orienied issues, such as
financial planning (31) or children and parenting (17}, The Japanese harmonious couples, howsver, had &
moderately high score on Family Cooperation, indicative of the on-going importance of parents and in-laws
for their future marriage.

Traditional couples (7 = 237: 27.9%) are characterized by thelr moderately low functioning [between
30 and 45) in the individual and interpersonal domains ( Comraunication, Personality, Conflict Resolution),
compensated by their moderately high (55-63) relationship quelity around the external and contextual
relational areas (i.e., Family and Friends, Famnily Cocperation). The term traditional was used to describe
their relative strengths in more traditional relational areas (ie., extended family network). The PCA
Egualitarian Roles scores were moderately high among the traditional couples. However, analyses of their
individual scores revealed that this was a refiection of their general agreement about traditional roles rather
than 2 specific endorsement of equalitarian roles. Both men and women in this group shared more raditional
gender roles.

The U.S. traditional type is more easily discernable mainly for thelr elevared Religious Orientation
scores (see Figure 2). The Japanese version also differed from the U.S. type in their more elevated Sexual
Reiationship scores. Nonetheless. the Japanese traditional typs clearly mirrored the similar patterns of
higher external strengths and lower interpersonal quality among these couples (Fowers & Olson, 1992).

Conflicted couples (n = 196; 23.1%) dispiayed very few relaiionship strengths in all 11 PREPARE
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scales, as they had the lowest mean PCA scores of any couple types except for Children and Parenting and
Realisiic Expectations. Only Sexual Relationship (52) and Bqualitarian Roles {48) had moderate PCA
. scores. The conflictzd type can be characterized by their lack of refational resources in all three ecological
aregs: contextual, individual, and interpersonal areas. The Japanese profile for the conflicted couples was
very similar to the U.S. profile except for a fairly distinctive dip with Children and Parenting among the
Japanese couples.

Distinctiveness of each Japanese couple type. A MANOVA indicated that the PCA means for 11
PREPARE scales were all significantly different (F = 1131, p < .0001) among the four couple types,
demonstrating the distinctiveness of each couple type. The muitivafiate eta squared of .554 also aftests o the
effectiveness of four couple types in differentiating relational qualites, given that close t¢ 60% of the
variance among the 11 scales were explained by the four couple types.

Follow-up ANOVA with the 11 PREPARE scales aiso yielded significant results (all p < .0001),
indicating that the four couple types were well differentiated in each of the 11 scales (see Table 2). The five
premarital dimensions, Personality Issues, Conflict Resolution, Communication, Family Friends, and
Sexual Relationship were best discriminators (see partial eta squared in Tahle 2), with greater separation in
PCA scores among the four couple types. A newly developed Family Cooperation scale also discrirminated
the coupte types fairly well (partal eta squared = .298).

The post hoc Bonferroni procedure further confirmed the overall distinctiveness of each couple type,

Table 2
ANOVA Tests of Group Means of PREPARE Scales among Couple Relationship Types

Couple Relationship Types (N = 349}

Vitalized Harmonious Traditional  Conflicted F' Partial
(n = 198} (n=218) (n=237) {n =196} (df=3) el
squared
Scale M (SD} M (8D} M(5D) M{SD;}
Personality issues 68.5(172y, 604 (15.6, 352 (15.2), 21.5(15.73, 3846 577
Conflict resolution 73.1(13.9), 603 (15.2), 41.9 (16.8), 26.1{16.5), 3448 355
Communication 71.9(154), 57.6(15.0), 457 (15,1}@' 263(16.0); 3127 526

Famity and friends 72.8(13.8), 62.8(145) 600 (1553, 356 (164), 2162 434
Sexual relationship 83.6 (157), 6L6(19.1), 80.8 (14.3), 524 (204), 1351 355
Financial management  60.5 (20.0), 311167y 385 (19.0),  233(184), 1479 344
Family cooperation 66.5 (160y,  555016.5), 542 (17.2), 346182 119.6 298
Children and parenting  43.1 (20.0),  17.0(34.0), 35.0(18.0), 187(157), 1147 289

Leisure activities 61.0(14.3), 485{134), 46.8 (15.1), 339 (16.5), 1102 .28]
Realistic expectations  11.5 (128 187 (13.73, 182 (14.4), 258 (16.6], 327 104
Equalitarian roles 5774155y, 519071, 57.5 (14.8)a 481 (183), 165 0353

Note. Bonferroni procedure: Means with different subscripts differ significantty, p < .001.
* Fesis all significant at p < 0001,
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as 5% our of 66 pair-wise mean comparisons were significant at the p < 001 Jevel (see note in Table 2}
Equalitarian Roles was the least differentiated scale with two non-significant pair-wise comparisons
{Harmonious vs. Conflicted; Vitalized vs. Traditional}.

DISCUSSION

Cultural and Research Applicability of Japanese PREPARE

The results of this study have demonstrated the cultral and research appiicabiiity of the Japanese
version of PREPARE with Japanese premarital couples. The second back-translation of Japanese items into
English again validated the face validity of Japanese items with its accuracy in translation, as well as
appropriateness of the terminology used to describe premarital relationship issues. A necessary adjustment
was made to one item with less precise transiation,

The internal consistency of the Japanese PREPARE also attests to the research utitity of the mventory.
japanese PREPARE scales demonstrated the adequate average alpha coefficient of .70, with the newly
deveioped Family Cooperation scale yielding acceptable coefficient of .69. A decision to drop nine sems
from the original 125 iterns was made to maximize the scales’ internal relizbility. Comparative descripiive
analyses (before and after the items were deleted) based on individual and PCA mean scores of the
PREPARE scales, as well as couple typology, indicated that the scales’ ability to assess their relagonal
content do not appear to have been compromised due 1o itermn deletions.

A closer look at one of the delewed items (“My family fully accepts me as an adult”) provides a
contextual explanation of why this decision may be warranted. Being married is generally regarded as a
prerequisite to adulthood in japan (Hong, 2001} Thus, all the premarital couples in this stady are not vet
fully endorsed as grown up adults socially. This might have lead to a differing interpretation by the readers
than the original item intended. Further examination of each of these rine items is still needed for the
continued refinement of the Japanese PREPARE inventory.

Japanese Premarital Couple Types

Four Japanese premarital couple types were identified using cluster anatyses. Each type was distinct in
its relational qualities and characteristics. Several orgacizing principies are useful in discussing the profiles
of four Japanese couple types. First, overall average PCA PREPARE scores helped rank the levels of
functionality among the four couple types, Vitalized, Harmonious, Traditional, and Conflicted, in
descending order of their relational qualities. Ploting of the PCA scores across 11 PREPARE scales
revealed the overail similarity between the Japanese and U.S. premarital types. A strong effect size (eta
squared = .554) also supported the effectiveness of four couple types in differentiating the couple
relationship qualities based on their mean PCA scores.

Second, the ecalogical perspective can provide the conceptual maps for plotting where the strengths
and challenges of each Japanese couple type can be found. In comparing four couple types, greater
separations were observed among Personality lssues, Conflict Resolution, Communication, and Family
Friends, These scales represented all three ecological factors (individual, Interpersonal, and Contexiual},
and are thus indicative of multi-systemic effects on premarital relationships amoeng japanese coupies.

In separate comparisons, vitalized couples showed more strength in all three ecological areas:
Individual trans, interpersonal, and contextual factors. Conflicied couptes, on the other hand, soruggled to
find the shared views and resources 10 cope with these ecologica! relational domains. Harmonious couples
showed fairly functionai overall relationship characteristics, especiaily around the immediate intra- and
interpersonal domains (Personality Issues, Communication, and Conflict Resolution). Traditional couples
showed more swengths in the contextual and external areas of their relationships (Family and Friends,
Family Cooperation), while their dyadic areas were rather weald in comparison.

Ciinical Implications

The results of this study support the imporiance of premarital educarion and preventive intervenions
among Jupanese couples. There were clearly varying degrees of premarital relationship qualities among the
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- participants as measured by PREPARE relationship scales and couple types. The Japanese PREPARE may
be a useful premarital assessment tool for providing more effective preventive measares in premarital
education. _

Based on these results, clinicians working with Japanese premarital couples are encouraged to
incorporate time as a significant premarital facior in their interventions. A new Family Cooperation scale
provided additional time dimension with its foci on future relationship dynamics with parents and in-laws,
The harmonious couples displayed more immediate internal harmony, while showing fewer concerns with
futire-oriented issues, such as future financial planming or parenting, A similar trend was also observed
among the U.S. harmonious type {Fowers & Oison, 1992). However, future relationships with parents and
in-laws appear to be quite important for the Japanese harmonious couples as indicated by their moderately
high Family Cooperation scores.

Thus, premarital assessment and preventive interventions with Japanesc couples must include the
component of dealing with on-going fusture relationship issues with parents and in-laws. The couples i this
study dispiayed their keen mterests and awareness of such issues as iving with and caring for aging parents
in the fusure (Family Cooperation). The effectiveness of many premarital preventive programs in the U.S.
has been well documented, but their focus has been typically narrow in the areas of premarital communi-
catton and conflict resclution (see Markman et al., 1988; 1993 for the PREP program). The U.S. PREPARE
program is also found to be effective in improving overall couple relational qualities (see Fournier,
Druckman, Robinson, & Olson, 1979; and Knutsen & Olson, 2001 for the PREPARE program), and is one
of few programs that pays special attention o family-of-crigin issues. Clinicians working with Japanese
premarital couples must incorporate not only past family-of-origin issues, but aise the on-going and
reciprocal nature of the couple’s relationship with parents and in-laws.

Japanese PREPARE premarital types can be aiso useful in addressing these issues. The couple types
can help clinicians conceptualize premarital relationship gualides, and implement the clinical strategies
according {0 the characteristics of each couple type. Then, premantal couple types can be used for
implementing a concrete treatment goal. Moving the couple to the next functional Jevel (ie., Conflicted to
Traditional) might be a reasonable and attainable goal of intervention (Knutson & Olson, 2001}, Using the
ecological perspective, the intervention could also be catered to the available strengths of a specific couple
type. For mstance, waditional couples tend to have more strength in their contexiual area (family network
support). Perhaps, maditional couples can utilize their resources with their relatives and in-laws to cultivate
their interpersonal relationship at the dyadic level.

Simidarly, harmonious couples generally have strengths in interpersonal relationship areas, but have
tendency to overlook future issues sach as children and parenting and financial management issues. Given
the high divorce rate among Japanese empty nesters {Iwai, 2001), it is important for clinicians to help
harmonious couples apply their interpersonal strengths in parenting areas so that they can jointly discuss
their roles in chiid rearing.

Limdtations and Future Research Directions

One limitation of the current study is its overall reliance on the “experts” in determining cultural applic-
ability of PREPARE construcis and scales. Although the process successfully yielded a culturally sensitive
colisboration between ULS. and Japanese family scholars. a more ethnographic and constractionist approach
{Boss, Dahl, & Kaplan, 1996; Newfield et al., 1996} is needed in the future studies. Conducting focus groups
with Japanese engaged couples (both who ook PREPARE and who have not) might yield additional
premarital factors that can be incorporated into the Japanese PREPARE inventory.

1t is extremely tmportant for the cultural vatidation process of PREPARE with Japanese couples to be
continued. Tor instance, the Japanese PREPARE and typology should be used repeatedly with the same
participants during the premarital process to evaluate the effectiveness of the preparation education program.
At the same time, the Japanese PREPARE must be evaluated with additional groups within the Japanese
culure (within-diversity), given that the participants of this study were rather monolithic in terms of their
demographic backgrounds (i.e., relatively well-educated, city-dwelling couples),

Use of “experts” in the back-translation process may alse unpoese another limitation due to their very
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knowledge of the PREPARE inventory. Although their famniliarity with the inventory might bave served well
in the content analyses, it might also have biased the reading of Japanese items because of their prior
knowledge. Back- translation should be performed by additional individuals who have no prior knowledge
of the inventory (Herrera et al,, 1953},

Another Hmitation of this stady is its cross-sectional research design. The premarital participants in this
study have not been followed up during their marriages, therefore, the predictive validity of PREPARE with
Japanese marital outcomes (i, marital gualities and stability) cannot be obtained. A longitdinal study
should be conducted to validate the predictive ability of the Japanese version of PREPARE, using both
relational scales and premarital couple types,

In & related matter, examining marital arrangements arong Japanese couples might reveal additional
predictive natgre of Japanese premarisal couple types. Would couples with an arranged marriage have a
mare realistic view of their marriage? Would the traditional type account for more couples in an arranged
marriage? Would premarital couples with love marriages have a higher likelihood of divoree than ones with
arranged marriages? A longitudinal study should enable researchers to examine the potential associations
among three premarital factors (premarital types, qualities, and marital arrangement Status), and their future
maritai qualities and stability.

" In conclusion, we believe the process we took in adapting PREPARE with Japanese couples can be
applied to future research and climical inquiries at various levels; from cross-cultural comparative analyses
of two or more groups (ie., culturally sensidve application of a U.S. inventory with additional cultural
groups) to a single clinical case study (clturally sensitive interpretation of an inventory with a specific
couple). Sensibie adaptation process of a premarital inventory and its clinical applications require
researchers and clinicians to make conscientious efforts to contextualize research and clinical data, so that
{heir findings have culturally meaningful connecting points for their research participants and ¢lients,

This study has provided a staring point for a better conceptual and clinical understanding of the
premarital relationships in Japan. Developing a cuituralty sensitive and applicable premarital inventory 18
not an easy task. However, if family scholars and research participants can maintain collaborative
relationships across cultural lines, further advancement of the premarital field can be made by using this
study as 2 springboard for a thorough dialogue between Japanese and 1).S. family scholars, and Japanese
premaritai couples (Dilworth-Anderson, Burion, & Johnson, 1993; Turser, 2000}

REFERENCES

Allen, W, D, & Olses, D, H. {2001}, Five types of African-American marmages. Jownal of Marital and Farily Therapy, 27,
301~314.

Applbaum. K. D). {1995). Marriage with the proper stranger: Arranged marriage in metropolitan Japan. Etinology, 34, 37-51.

Bauer, H.. & Carquist, S. {1963). Japanese festivals. Garden Ciry, N'Y: Doubleday.

Ross, B, Dahl, C.. & Kaplen, L. (1996, The use of phenomenology for family therapy research: The search for meaning. in D.
H. Sprenkle & 8. M. Moon (Eds.), Research methods in Jamiiy therapy ¢pp. 83-106). New York: Guilford Press.

Carroll, 1. ., Holman, T. B., Segura-Bartholomew, G.. Bird, M. H.. & Busby, D. M. {2001}, Serial approach for cress-culiral
rrarsiation. Family Process, 40, 211-231.

Canoley, J. C., & Bryant, L. &, (1995]. Multicultural farmily assessment. In 1. C. Conoley. & E. B, Werth (Eds.}. Fanuly
assessment (pp. 103-129), Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska-Lincoln,

Dilworth-Anderson, B, Burton, L. M., & Johnson, L. B. (1993). Reframing theories for understanding race, ethnicity, and
families. In P G. Boss, W, 1. Doherty. R. LaRossa. W. R. Schumm, & S, K. Sweiamertz (Hds.;. Sourcebaok of family
theories and methods: A contexiual approach (pp. 627-646). New York: Plenur.

Fournier, F. G.. Druckman, J. M., Robinson, B.. & Olsen, D. H. (19795, Comparison of five premarital approaches usig
PREPARE. Minneapolis, MN: Life Innovations.

Fowers. B. 1. & Olson, D. H. (1992). Four types of premarital couples: An empirical typaiogy based on PREPARE, Journal of
Family Psvchology, 6, 10-21.

Gowers. B. L. & Olson, D. H. {1993). Five types of marriage: An empincal wpotogy based on ENRICH. The Family Journal,
1.196-207.

Fowers. B. .. Monieh, K. Ho. & Olson. 1. H. (19961, Predicung marital success for premarital couple fypes based on PREPARE.
Jewrnal of Marial and Family Therapy, 22, 103-119.

424 JOURNAL OF MARITAL AND FAMILY THERAPY October 2004




Gouman, . M. {1994), Whar predicts divorce. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaurs,

Herrera, R. 8., DelCampo, . L., & Ames, M. H. (1993). A serial approach for ransiating farmly science ingtrumentation. Family
Relations, 42, 357-360.

Holman, T. B., Busby, D, M., Doxey, C., Klein, D. M., & Loyer-Carlson, V. {1997). The RELATionship Evaluation (RELATE}.
Provo, UT: Marriage Study Consortium,

Holmaz, T. B., & Linford, S. T. (2001). Premarital factors and bater marital guality and stability. In T, B. Holman {Ed.},
Premariial prediction of marital guality or breakup (pp. 1-27). New York: Plenum.

Holman, T. B., Linford, 5. T., Brooks, K. R., Olsen, §. F,, Rhoades, C. I, & Carroll, 1. S, (2001}, Pugiing it all together: Four
longitudinal mubtivariate models of premarital prediction of marital quabity. In T. B. Holman (Ed.}, Premarital prediction
af marital guality or breakup (pp. 165-15(), New York: Plenum.

Hong, L. K. (2001). Marriage and abortion in Japan: Adaptation and alternative strategies. In R, R. Miller, & 5. L. Browamg
(Eds.), With this ring: Divoree, intimacy, and cohabitation frem a multicwineral perspective (pp. 245-253). Stamford, CT.
JAT Press.

Twai, N. (2001). Divorce in Japan: Historical changes and current issues. In R. R. Miller & S. L. Browning (Eds.), With this ring:
divorce, intimacy, and cohabitation from @ malticuliural perspective (pp. 53-77). Stamiord, CT: JAT Press,

Knutson, L., & Otson, D. H. (2001). Effectiveness of PREPARE program with premarital couples. Minneapolis, MN: Life
inpovations.

Kright, G. B, Tein, §. Y., Shell, K., & Roosa, M. (1992). The cross-ethnic equivalence of parenting and family interaction
measures among Hispanic and Angio-American families. Child Development, 63, 13921403,

Larson, J. H., & Holman, T. B, (1994). Premarital predictors of marital quakity and stability, Family Relations, 43, 228-237.

Lavee, Y., & Olson, D. H. {1993, Seven types of marriage: Empirical typology hased on ENRICH. Journal of Marifal end
Family Therapy, 19, 325-340.

Lewinsahn, M. A, & Werner, P D, (1997). Factors in Chinese marital process: Relationship to marital adjustment. Family
Process, 36, 43-61.

Markman, H. 1. (1979}, Application of a behavioral model of marriage in predicting relationship satisfaction of couples planaing
marsiage. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychelogy, 47, 743-749.

Markman, H. J. (1981}, Prediction of marital distress: A S-vear Follow-up. Journal of Consuiting and Clinical Psvchology, 49,
760~762.

Markman, H. J., Floyd, F I, Suniey, $. M., & Storaasii, R. D. {1988). Prevention of marital distress: A longitudinal
Investigavion. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psyehology, 56, 210217,

Markman, H. I, Renick, M. 1., Fioyd, F I, Stanley, S. M., & Clements, M. (1993). Preventing marital distress through
communication and conilict management training: A 4- and S-vear follovweup. Journal of Consuliing and Clinical
Psychology, 61, T0-T1.

Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare (2004). Viial Srasistics. Tokyo. Retrieved March 30, 2004 from
htepe/fwere.mhlw.go jplenglish/database/db-hw/populatefindex, itm]

Newfield, M., Sells, §. P, Smith, T. E., Newfield, S., & Newfield, I (1996). Ethrographic research methods: creating a clinical
science of the humanities. In DD, H. Sprenkie & $. M. Meon (Bds.}, Research methods in family therapy (pp. 25-63). New
York: Guilford Press.

Olson, D. H. (i997). PREPARE/ENRICH counselor’s manual, Minneapolis, MIN: Life Innovations.

QOlson, D. H., Fournier, D. G.. & Druckman, 1. M. (1987). Counselor’s manual for PREPARE/ENRICH (Rev. ed.). Minneapolis,
MN: PREPARE/ENRICH.

Olson, D M., & Olson, A, K. {1999). PREPARE/BNRICH program: Version 2000. In R. Berger, & M. T. Hannah (Eds.),
Prevertive approaches in coupies therupy {pp. 196-216). Philadelphia, PA: Brunner/Mazel.

Otson, I H., & Olson, A. K. (2000). Empowering couples: Building on your strengths. Minneapolis, MN: Life Innovations,

Reischaver, E. O. {1981}, The Japanese. Tokye: Charles E. Tuttle.

Schwarz, N, (1999}, Seif-reports: How the guestions shape the answers. dmerican Psychologist, 54, 93-105.

Saristical Handbook of Japan (2003). Ministry of Public Management, Home Affairs, Posts and Telecommunijcations, Tokyo.
Retrteved March 30, 2004 from http:/Awww.stat go jp/english/data/handbook/index. htm

Stanley, §. M., Markman, H, 1, Prado, L. M., Olmos-Gatlo, A., Tonelly, L., St Peters, M., et af. {2001). Community-based
premaritel prevention: Clergy and lay Jeaders on the front lines. Family Relarions, 50, 67-76,

Torner, W, L. (2000). Cultural considerations in family-based primary prevenuon programs in drug abuse. The Jowmal of
Primary Prevenrion, 24, 285-303.

Whitley. Ir.. B. E. (1996), Principles ef research in behaviaral science. Mounwin View, CA: Mayfield.

October 2004 JOURNAL OF MARITAL AND FAMILY THERAPY 42

I




NOTE

I The Japanese version was based on Version 1087 of PREPARE (because PREPARE Version 2000 was not available al
the time of translation), and all the data for the current study are based on the 1987 version.

APPENDIX
Changes made to PREPARE for japanese version

Family Cooperation Scate (10 items: Japanese PREPARE version only)

+ Living with either my parents or future parents-in-law wilt put a strain on our marriage life.
+ My parents have a really good impression of my parmer.

+ We spend just right amount of fime with my parenis and parents-in-law.

« 1 will gladiy live with either my OWn parents or piy partner’s parents.

« 1 am concerned that we might get too invoived with both sides of families.

+ 1am well aware of my partner’s family background, and have a good Impression of them,

+ We would like to invite our parents to live with us when they get older.

» My parents and parents-in-law will be able w© provide us sufficient financial support during our
marriage. :

» I already sense that my future-in-laws and | will have some conflicts in the futire.

+ We have already discussed about financially supporting our parents when they get older.

Deleted PREPARE Items (Numbers indicate the item nﬁmber)
82, After marriage, it will be easter to change things about my parmer 1 don’t like.
30. My partner shouid smoke, drink, or use drugs less often.
84, I do not have much fun uniess 1 am with my partner.
49. T think having children wili dramaticaily change the way we live.
27. My family fully accepts me as an adult
108. 1 have concerns when my partner spends tme with friends or co-workers of the opposite sex,
43. In our marriage, the husband should be willing to adjust as the wife.
97. Both of us jointly agree on all important issues.

125, It was hard to identify the leader {s} in our family.
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