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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to validate the marriage
enricrunent program, "Couples Growing Together".

Marriage enricrunent

fills the gap in the traditional helping approaches to couple
relationships, where assistance is provided either prior to the
marriage or after breakdown.

Enrichment programs strive to offer a

viable alternative to these approaches by building on knowledge that
exists within the social sciences and thereby helping couples who have
fairly well-functioning relationships make them more mutually
satisfying.

The standard approach is educational, where couples learn

the use of skills needed for effective communication, problem solving,
and conflict resolution.

One such approach, "Couples Growing

Together", is an Adlerian based program which exists in two formats;
the Short Course is a one day, eight hour program and the Long Course
is an eight week, sixteen hour program.
Twenty-four couples from the Tucson East Stake of The Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints volunteered for the program.

The

criteria for couples enrolment was that they had been married for a
minimum of three years, did not consider that they had major problems
in their relationship, had not been involved in a couple enrichment
program in the previous year, and were not currently involved in
marriage counseling.

Although random assignment was not possible,

later statistical analysis revealed negligible differences between the
xi

xii
two groups.

Eight couples were in the Long Course, and fourteen

couples provided the wait list control group, then later received
treatment as the Short Course.
All participants were administered Bienvenu's Marital
Communication Inventory and Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment Scale at pre
test, one week posttest, and 15 week follow-up testing.

In addition

there was a sessional, posttest, and follow-up evaluation of each of
the cOlnponents of the program, plus a subjective assessment of the
contribution "Couples Growing Together" makes to the relationship.
The results indicated that the Long Course is significantly
more effective than the Short Course when evaluated on factors of
communication and relationship satisfaction.

Moreover, these effects

were not transitory as evidenced by the maintenance of gains over a 15
week period.
fo~

Although some improvements in communication were shown

the Short Course, these gains were not statistically significant.
A numt~r of implications for future research of this program

were presented as a result of the study.

It would be advantageous to

use this initial study as a basis for a more extensive evaluation of
its different components and toward the development of an increasingly
more adequate and powerful preventative and possibly intervening
strategy for marital living.

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Couple enrichment is a timely and important topic.

there is

widespread recognition by specialists from diverse disciplines that
marriage relationships are beset by grave problems and difficulties.
Evidence, beyond just social awareness, of the breakdown in marriage
relationships comes from a perusal of the statistics compiled on
divorce for both The United States and Can&da.

According to the

Monthly Vital Statistics Report (1983), in 1982 the number of divorces
in the United States declined for the first time since 1962, when the
divorce

r~te

was 2.2 per

tho~aand.

The divorce rate for 1982 was 5.1

per thousand, which was 4% less than the 1981 rate of 5.3 per 1000, an
all time high.

The data for 1981 indicates there were 2,311,496

marriages and 1,157,898 divorces.

In Canada, at the current rate, 40%

of all marriages will end in divorce, which is a 500% increase since
the divorce laws were liberalized in 1968 (Ferrante, 1983).

The World

Almanac and Book of Facts for 1983 indicates that in Canada in 1980,
the marriage rate was 8.0 per 1000 and the divorce rate was 2.59 per
1000.

To put all of these statistics into another perspective. a rate

of 4.5 per 1000 persons would translate into the more common fact that
of the 30 year old women in American society who have married or will
1

2

marry, 30 percent will go through at least one divorce in their
lifetime (Prochaska & Prochaska, 1978).
Obstacles to Haintaining Marriage
Harriage today, according to Lief (1981) is a much more
difficult task than it was in the past; marital partners are
frustrated and baffled by their seeming inability to give or get what
they are seeking from each other.

The resulting marital stress is

exacerbated by a pace of life that is swift and sometimes furious.

It

is often quite hard for married couples to find the time and the
opportunity to cultivate their companionship.

In our mobile society,

the average family moves every five years CHace & Hace, 1974).

Thus

the traditional supportive network of familiar surroundings,
dependable relatives, and trusted friends is often lacking in times of
marital crisis.
Similarly, Travis and Travis (1975) also attribute a major
factor of marital breakdown to mobility.

Not long ago most people

lived their lifetime in the state of their birth.
fifty percent fall in this category.

Today less than

The easy availability of

distance has produced a psychological "set" which these researchers
claL~

many married couples readily

aili~it

to:

it is easier to move

away than to stay with your spouse and to work out the problem.

These

couples need assistance in regenerating their marriage relationship
and in preventing a premature divorce decision.
As a result of the growing divorce statistics, social
scientists are finding that divorce is becoming more common and
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acceptable to the general society. Therefore the thought of divorce
may come to mind long before there is commitment to action.

In an

earlier time, when divorce was not as acceptable, the conscious
alternative of divorce might not have emerged until the couple were
furthe= along in the problems of the marriage (Hight, 1977).
HcGinnis and Ayres (1976) point out too that as society moves
to a period where there is acceptance for individuals within a
relationship to independently grow, if one partner makes this choice
and the other does not, divorce becomes almost inevitable.

The

partner who does not opt for change is locked into a closed marital
style, which has a characteristic of rigidity of roles and
expectations.

This partner will feel threatened by the metamorphosis

of the other, be unwilling to investigate alternatives, feel betrayed,
and see divorce as the only ans,.,er.
Although there are more divorces than ever before, the
National Center for Health Statistics reports that the number of
marriages rose in 1982 for the seventh consecutive year.

This nearly

2.5 million new unions represents a 2 percent increase over 1981, and
16 percent more than in 1975, the year when the most recent increase
in the number of marriages began.

It would appear that people may

giVe up on a particular marriage, but they have not given up on

marriages.

Hace's interpretation of these figures indicates that four

out of five divorced people ultimately remarry (1977).
Despite the growing divorce rate, statistics indicate that the
greater majority of couples are still intent on building committed,

4

intimate relationships.

The question arises therefore as to how they

can be taught to improve their chances of success in these ventures.
One answer has been to teach couples skills to use in building
relationships with each other, and that is the direction explored
through couple enrichment programs.

However, as Hace and Hace (1976)

point out, while they are personally convinced that couple enrichment
is the wave of the future, "such a movement can develop only through a
gradual process of transition.

Before the professionals can change

gear, the public must change gear in their whole attitude to marriage"
(p. 132).

This is interpreted as a statement that couples already in

an intimate relationship must be open to discussing and working on
their relationship.
Traditional Premarital and Harital Counseling
Traditionally, helping couples with their relationship has
taken two distinct forms: 1) pre and neo-marital counseling and/or
education, and 2) marriage counseling or therapy.

In the former, the

idea is to anticipate and prepare the couple for some of the normal
problems associated with marriage.

However, Hace and Nace (1976)

express reservations about such programs, as they are often didactic
rather than dynamic, and are prescribed for couples ;--'out to be
married rather than sought by them.

A couple may, for example, spend

time with a clergyman, counselor, or teacher receiving information and
discussing some of the popular marital topics, such as sex, money, and
family expectations. These programs have been based on the premise
that a profound and complex relationship, never before experienced by
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the individuals concerned, can be prepared for in advance in such a
way as to assure that the marriage will be successfully managed when
the time comes.
substantiated.

It is questionable whether this assumption can be
After reviewing the analysis of several programs,

L'Abate (1981) concluded that as most beneficial changes resulting
from premarital intervention would take place after marriage, and as
the level of awareness in pre and neo-marital couples is extremely
different, this type of progam is more effective after the marriage.
In marriage counseling or therapy the emphasis is curative
rather than preventive.

The couple's presenting problems are defined,

and they are offered various methods for improving their situation
which range from simple environmental changes, to communication
pattern changes, to in-depth personality changes.
Good marital counseling may be

eff~ctive

in dealing with

deficits in relationship building skills but even today, with marital
disharmony so widespread, most people feel embarrassed to admit that
they are in trouble in this area (Travis & Travis, 1975),

The stigmas

attached to going to a counselor or therapist is a barrier to other
couples (Rappaport, 1976).

It is very difficult for them to mutually

agree that there is a serious problem and that they should seek
professional help together.

Often the "problem" is identified as

belonging to one of the partners, and the other partner takes little
or no responsibility for it.

Because of the labels of "sick" and

"crazy" and other colloquial equivalents, many people refuse to
recognize their marital problems or to seek any professional help
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(Andes, 1974).
Too often couples wait until their marriage is a complexity of
disasters before seeking any professional help.

At this point, the

curative process may be long and the motivation level of the couple
low.

Later, because the concern of the couple and of the counselor

often is merely to relieve the unpleasantness in the marriage
relationship, they may be quite satisfied to stop at this achievement.
They may not continue on to explore what new behavior could add
strength and richness to the relationship.
A further problem that exists in both pre-marital counseling
and marriage counseling is that the terms themselves usually limit
their clientele to legally married or soon-to-be-married couples.
There is little help advertised for couples who, for whatever reason,
have not made and possibly do not intend to make, legal contracts of
marriage.

Yet they desire to establish an intimate, committed,

monogamous relationship with each other.

Their need for help in

relationship building and conflict resolution may be equally great.
It is for this reason that couple enrichment programs should not limit
themselves to married couples.

The discussion of couple enrichment

must be applied equally to those who meet the above criteria for
couples but do not have a marriage licence.

The word "couples", then,

is left to be interpreted in whatever way is relevant and meaningful
to the couple who is considering the program.

7

Rationale for Couple Enrichment
There appears to be a gap in the helping approaches to couple
relationships.
after breakdown.

Assistance is provided either prior to the marriage or
During the interval between pre-marital courses and

marital crisis, it has been assumed that couples will pretty much be
able to get along on their own.

Although pre-marital programs have as

their objective reminding and educating couples about some practical
and often overlooked details of married life, they do fail too often
to deal with the whole mode of communication between the woman and the
man (Andes, 1974). Somehow it is assumed that both partners know how
to respond helpfully to each others' needs, fears, aspirations, and so
forth, whether expressed or not.

This is the "myth of naturalism", a

phrase coined by Clark (1973) and propounded by teachings within the
church and society that if a couple has love, and the love is pure,
all problems including sexual issues will just naturally work
themselves out.

It is assumed that a couple will somehow make it

through whatever conflict situations arise and emerge the better for
it.

It is further assumed that they know and can exercise skills for

strengthening the bonds between them and if they do have difficulties,
they are identified as inadequate persons.

Divorce statistics

demonstrate that these assumptions cannot be made.
Although churches have initiated many couple enrichment
programs, their official position has been to focus on the legal
conditions for getting in and out of marriage and the external
behavior of the couple as they relate to church and society.

What
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went on betwen them, whether or not they were happy and fulfilled in
and through each other, was of no special concern.
have adopted much the same attitude.

Law and government

The life of the married couple

belongs to the "private sector", and all eyes are discreetly averted
unless or until something happens that obtrudes into the "public
sector" -- a murder, a divorce application -- or a counseling
interview CHace, 1977).
Another problem which contributes to the gap in helping
approaches and which must be confronted before couples can be open to
enriching their relationships, is a safeguarding device which Mace and
Mace (1976) have labelled the "inter-marital taboo";
to be one of the major reasons why marriages fail.

they suspect it
The taboo says,

"As a married couple, you shall not reveal to other married couples
what is going on inside your marriage" Cp. 319).

This is a complex

and largely unconscious pact entered into by the couple to seal off
their interpersonal relationship from their social relationships with
couple companions.

It is much more restrictive than the defense of

individual privacy, and violation of it by one partner is considered
an outrage perpetuated against the other.
Even though the need for relationship enrichment and personal
growth has to be first recognized by the couples concerned, not
acknowledging it can lead to a subtle and insidious debilitation of
the relationship over a period of time. It is very possible that a
significant proportion of extramarital

affai~s

are a move of

desperation as the individual seeks for ways to achieve personal
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growth and to actualize potential through a new relationship (Otto,
1976).

Enrichment programs strive to offer a more viable alternative

in such situations.

Otto also suggests that at this point in the

history of human knowledge we are not yet fully aware of the many
complex and intricate dimensions and potentialities present in a
relationship between two individuals (p. 12).

In this sense couple

enrichment programs are an exploratory step in the right direction.
Hace and Hace (1974) who are perhaps the most ubiquitous
supporters of marriage enrichment are emphatic:
He simply must abandon the ridiculous and iniquitous ideas
we have nurtured about marriage which suggest that romantic
love is all you need to achieve happiness and harmony in the
most complex and demanding of all human relationships.
Surely by this time enough evidence has been piled up to
prove conclusively that this is far from the truth!
There is also a widespread recognition by members of the
helping professions that a large proportion of marriages and families
are "subclinical" (Otto, 1976) in the sense that they have problems
with which they need help and that they are functioning much below
optimum despite the couple's love and dedication to each other and
their commitment to continuing the union.

The vast majority of these

families will not seek help, because the problems are of the low-level
debilitating kind, never severe enough to precipitate a major crisis
for which help must be sought.

Recognition of the presence of the

subclinical stratum has convinced many clinicians of the necessity for
preventive programs such as couple enrichment.

Such programs would

span the gap that currently exists between premarital education and
marital breakdm-nl.
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The major promise of couple enrichment is preventive
(Clinebell, 1976; L'Abate, 1977).

Essentially, by dealing mainly with

functional relationshps, the emergence, development, or recurrence of
interpersonal dysfunction may be prevented.

It is believed that by

focusing on couple relationships in which there is still some degree
of well-being, and by developing the potential and strengths that
exist, growth and satisfaction can occur.
One strength stressed by a majority of couple enrichment
programs, (eg. Guerney, 1977), and deemed necessary to achieve the
goal of prevention, is communication.

Specifically, vicious

communication cycles are replaced with more direct and open cycles.
This process involves separating the communicating process into
distinct components or "modes".

Participants are systematically

taught each mode: a) to express feelings and thoughts clearly; b) to
emphasize and accept the expression of

anot~er;

CJ

to facilitate ana

criticize their own communication skills from moment to moment; and d)
to discuss the constructive resolution of conflicts.

Another focus is

on relationship enhancement and draws on Rogers' (1951) approach in
terms of unconditional acceptance and respect for the feelings of
another.

As this positive, growth-oriented base develops,

deterioration in the relationship can be halted or prevented because
the couple learns to both recognize problems early and to cope with
change and conflict (Hof & Hiller, 1981).
The preventive approach itself requires further definition,
because much that has passed for prevention in family life programs
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has been developed in the classroom and inevitably has been shaped in
the didactic mold.

One such program is described by Urban (1981) who

studied six selected areas of couple communication in the enrichment
program, "An Experience in Love":

self disclosure, nonverbal

communication, empathic listening and responding, rules and procedures
of communication, problem solving, and the quality of communication.
The format of this program was that participants sat in a semi-circle
facing the leaders, much like a classroom.

The focus was upon the

leaders' interaction and upon audio or visual materials being
displayed.

The results of Urban's research indicated that in every

area of communication studied, a slightly greater increase in gain
scores was obtained for the control group than for the treatment
group.

He concluded that the formality of the presentation did not

allow couples to experience and practice new resthods in a secure,
growth inducing atmosphere.
However, most of the

increasing accumulation of evidence that

didactic programs have not been instrumental in bringing about
behavioral change, and a fortiori, relational change is based on
clincial observation CHace & Hace, 1975). They state that this is
because, as couples interact with one another in an experiential
setting, four mechanisms are observed which lead to growth: 1)
reassurance, when couples are able to share openly with each other; 2)
cross identification, when two couples find that they are or have been
involved in closely similar adjustment processes; 3) modeling, when a
couple struggling with some difficulty see another couple who have
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resolved the difficulty; and 4) support, as couples develop lasting
friendships arising out of shared couple enrichment experiences.
These mechanisms could not occur in a didactic approach (p. 172).
Hith such diverse ideas regarding prevention, a more precise
definition is required.
Sauber (1974) clarifies this problem by identifying three
possible levels of prevention.

They are primary prevention, which

consists of promoting health, providing specific protection and
building of specific skills; secondary prevention, which focuses on
early diagnosis and intervention to block further development of the
dysfunction within the family system; and tertiary prevention, where
there is apparently irreversible dysfunction, and the focus is on
limiting the spread of the dysfunction and promoting rehabilitation.
The majority of couple enrichment programs tend to fall in the primary
prevention category (Hace and Hace, 1975; Otto, 1976; Sauber, 1974).
On the other hand, Guerney (1977), Hof and Hiller (1981), and others
have expanded through clinical application into the areas of secondary
prevention by using enrichment programming as an adjunct to intensive
marital therapy.

L'Abate (1977) cites research which substantiates

the effectiveness of such expansion.

Thus they provide further

indication of the therapeutic gains which result from building on
strengths which the couple already possess.
Hof and Hiller (1981) summarize forty studies of marital
enrichment programs which support the contention that the knowledge
does exist which can help couples to achieve a more fulfilling
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marriage, and many couple enrichment programs, marriage models, and
methods are available.
two.

Fuller documentation is contained in chapter

Providing such knowledge through couple enrichment programs

would thus bridge the gap between pre-marital education and marriage
breakdown.

This knowledge, gathered over the past twenty-five years

especially, comes from the fields of communication, human sexuality,
conflict resolution, humanistic psychology, family sociology, small
group dynamics, and affective education.
Definition
The term "couple enrichment" is far from precise, but there is
a fairly clear consensus in the literature that it refers to programs
that are designed primarily for couples who have a fairly
well-functioning marriage but wish to make it more mutually
satisfying.

It does not mean the provision of additives to a

relationship to improve its quality, but rather to "educate", the
gene~ic

meaning of which is to draw out what is already there (Mace &

Mace, 1976).
Couple enrichment has been defined and programs developed by
several authors.

Although some lack validation, as will be discussed

in chapter 2, most have common characteristics which have been
outlined by L'Abate (1981): a) emphasis on open and direct exchange of
feelings without emotional put-downs, blackmails, or briberies; b)
assumption of personal responsibility for whatever is said and done in
the relationship;

and c) clarification and differentiation of

feelings as being different from thoughts and action, ie., what one
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feels is one thing, how one negotiates and translates these feelings
into mutually acceptable courses of action is another.
The aim of couple enrichment programs is to assist couples in
achieving the following goals: 1) to increase each person's self
awareness and the awareness of his or her partner, especially
regarding the positive aspects, strengths, and growth potential of the
individuals and the marriage; 2) to increase exploration and
self-disclosure of the partners' thoughts and feelings; 3) to increase
mutual empathy and intimacy; and 4) to develop and encourage the use
of skills needed by the partners for effective communication, problem
solving, and conflict resolution (Hof & Hiller, 1981).
Group procedures in couple enrichment are not intended
primarily to help couples resolve problems (Sauber, 1974), but are
based on the growth ethos and the human potentialities hypothesis.
Otto's (1976) description

~rovides

a definition that is adopted for

this study:
••• all persons and all relationships are functioning at a
fraction of their potential and that, in every couple or
family there is the potential for growth in the relationship
as well as the possibility of personal growth, leading to a
more fulfilling togetherness. It is a further hypothesis
that every union ••• can be strengthened through the periodic
regeneration and renewal offered by marriage enrichment
programs. (p. 11)
Chapter two of this dissertation will review the literature
and research on several couple enrichment programs and investigate the
writings about the teaching of communication techniques as a
fundamental skill in building and maintaining intimate relationships.
It is the purpose of this dissertation to validate one couple
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enrichment program, "Couples Growing Together."

In this study,

subjects are all members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints.
Development of "Couples Growing Together"
"Couples Growing Together" was conceived in 1973 in response
to a demand from couples who had completed an Adlerian parent study
group.

This is consistent with a conclusion drawn by Gurman and

Kniskern (1978) that the marriage counseling movement itself is unique
in that it was formed largely because of demand from couples in
conflict rather than at the initiative of therapists.

These couples

were impressed with the changes that had transpired in their family
setting, especially those that had evolved from implementing concepts
of mutual respect and equality.

As they were revising their beliefs

about roles of children and roles of parents, they were developing new
expectations for their families.

These, in turn, were leading them to

reject the extremes of either an authoritarian model or a
laissez-faire environment and to adopt the concept of establishing a
democratic family atmosphere with an emphasis on personal
responsibility.

Thus these couples were coming to an understanding

that "the interpersonal relationship between mother and father becomes
the model for the relationships between siblings.

Caring or uncaring,

loving or punishing, cooperative or competetive atmospheres are all
taught by the relationship demonstrated by the parents in their
interaction with each other" (Christensen, 1983, p. 6).

However,

these couples did not know how to begin to change the basic marriage
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relationship to a truly equal partnership without the domination of
one party by the other.

Hence, CGT was developed to assist couples in

moving away from the competetive marriage, which is often the result
of unresolved issues of male and female equality and toward a
cooperative marriage, where there is no need for a subtle background
of male supremacy where women either subjugate themselves or fight
back (Christensen, 1977).
Another reason for basing "Couples Growing Together" on
Adlerian theory was that the Adlerian perspective offers a fully
developed theory of personality (Ansbacher, 1956) with which
intervention techniques can be logically connected.

This is in

contrast to Olson's (1976) statement that the lack of application of
theory has been blatantly obvious to those who have reviewed the
marriage literature, and that little attention has been given to
strategies for how to apply theory.

It is understandable that eight

years ago Olson would have overlooked Adlerian theory when
investigating the marriage literature, because little existed in the
Adlerian literature on marriage per se, and what was available was
either not yet translated from the German or appeared in edited texts
not specifically related to marriage.

However, marriage theory and

practice had been clearly developed by Adler between 1905 and 1936
(1978).

Olson's assertion that theory must be developed in such a way

that it can be readily applied has support from Adler's original
statements which maintained that there cannot be one truth or set of
principles for theory and another for practice.

"It is when we
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(ie. Adlerians) can successfully act upon our theories that we know
them to be true; that iS I the success of practice hinges upon the
truth of our theories" (K. Adler, 1975).
The basic format of CGT was established by 1975, although
over the years there have been many minor revisions in response to
informal follow-up evaluations of the program.

The content was

patterned after that of Narriage-Education Centers (Pew & Pew, 1972;
Dinkmeyer, Pew, & Dinkmeyer, 1979) where specific techniques were
taught which would enhance communication and cooperation.

However

the format was different in that in the Marriage-Education Centers
volunteer couples are interviewed in a public group setting and
function as co-educators with the co-counselors:
As the partners are interviewed, the co-counselors have the
opportunity to teach the larger group about the democratic
principles that are being violated in that particular relationship and about methods of conflict resolution. The
situation provides a unique setting for teaching principles
of harmonious living as well as a unique source of encouragement to couples in the audience. By participating in the
interview process, the members of the audience realize they
are not alone and that other couples have problems similar
to their own. (Dinkmeyer, Pew & Dinkmeyer, p. 251.)
Few programs of intervention with marriages and families that
did not fall within the topic of "therapeutic" intervention existed
at the time of the development of CGT.

Those that did had a

different emphasis. One preventive program dealing with anger and
aggression in marriage was developed by Bach and Wyden (1969) on the
assumption that fighting even between mature intimate partners is
inevitable.

Consequently, the "Fair Fight Training" program is a set

of rules and procedures developed to help couples fight creatively.
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This approach deals with the superficial expression of anger and
fails to meet underlying causes (L'Abate, 1977).

However, the level

of sophistication in differentiating most modes of aggression and
anger is clearly a definite contribution to the couple enrichment
literature (L'Abate, 1981) and was used as a basis in creating some
of the CGT exercises.
Another program existing in 1973 was "Marriage Encounter",
which has since split into two separate groups, "The National
Marriage Encounter", an ecumenical organization, and "Horldwide
Marriage Encounter", a more tightly structured Catholicized group.
Marriage Encounter, which is still the title in idiomatic use, was
designed for weekend retreats and is usually under the auspices of
the Catholic church or other religious organizations (Bosco, 1973).
The religious orientation is made evident by the fact that a priest
or a clergyman is a part of the leadership team, and that the four
general themes focused on during the weekend are: the "I" theme, the
"He" theme, the "He-God" theme, and the "He-God-Horld" theme.

It may

be assumed then, that couples who share religious values may be drawn
to Marriage Encounter rather than couples who do not have a religious
attitude or affiliation.

In contrast, CGT was designed to attract

couples regardless of religious values.

The fact that this has been

a successful goal is evidenced by the fact that CGT has been welcomed
both by church groups and by groups with no religious affiliations,
such as college and university continuing education departments.
Marriage Encounter emphasizes self-disclosure, communication,
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satisfaction, and awareness (Taubman, 1981).

There is no directed

transition to the use of these variables in problem solving.

CGT

focuses first on recognizing the strengths of the relationship,
secondly on developing communication skills, then on applying these
skills to problem s?lving.
An early program which pre-existed CGT by more than a decade

is ACNE (Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment), founded by
David and Vera Mace (1974, 1975, 1976).

The weekend retreat is the

principal program offered by ACME; it offers no structured agenda but
instead deals with topics that participants bring up.

Although the

writings of the Naces purport a rationale and goals for couple
enrichment which are similar to CGT, the unstructured format does not
necessarily guarantee a direction that will lead to an emphasis on
communication skills and mutual cooperation.
AC~IE

The contribution of

has been to establish an international organization composed of

married couples with the primary goal of developing and maintaining
effective support systems for couple enrichment.
One of the oldest existing communication training programs,
developed in 1968, is the Couples Communication Program (CCP) which
was earlier known as the Ninnesota Couples Communication Program
CHCCP) (Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1975).

It is also one of the

most widely researched programs and is considered to have relatively
strong research support compared to other existing enrichment
programs (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977).

The goal of the Couples

Communication Program is to help people improve communication in a
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relationship, although not necessarily a marital relationship.

The

format frequently involves five to seven couples, meeting for three
hours, one night per week for four consecutive weeks, with a trained
instructor.
used.

A Couple Workbook and the textbook Alive and Aware are

In many respects, CCT and CGT are similar.

However, because

CGT (long Course) is for eight weeks, it has been assumed that there
is greater opportunity provided by the longer time span for couples
to practice and reinforce what they have learned in the sessions, and
therefore there is even more opportunity for attention to positive
feelings and experiences for each partner.

As well, CGT moves the

newly acquired communication techniques one step further by
specifically employing them to resolve current conflict and increase
intimacy.
Judging from the writings of Travis and Travis (1975a; lY75b;
1976a; 1976b), their program, the "Pairing Enrichment Program" (PEP)
was being developed concurrently with "Couples Growing Together".

It

too has a weekend and weekly format, structured experiential
exercises, and is almost entirely couple-oriented rather then being
centered on group problem solving.

However, PEP has a greater

emphasis on effective, meaningful sexual communication accompanied by
related intimate encounter exercises, conducted privately.

All PEP

sessions are held at the Medical Center at the University of Alabama;
this setting seems to pro,ride a seal of approval to a program which
could possibly be attacked for its focus on sexuality in a
conservative community.

Although sexuality is the focus of one of
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CGT's Long Course sessions, it is not investigated as intensely nor
is related homework assigned, as in PEP's program.
Three other programs which are included in the literature
review in Chapter Two are not discussed here.

Two of them, the

Harital Enrichment Program (HEP) and The Systems Narriage Enrichment
Program were not developed until 1982.

The Harital Enrichment

Program based upon Sager's (1976) work is more similar in content and
format to CGT than any of the programs discussed.

The Systems

program demands highly trained leader/facilitators and could be
considered to lean more toward therapeutic intervention than toward
enrichment.

Guerney's Conjugal Relationship Enhancement program was

not developed as a group format until 1977; the discussion of the
conjugal relationship enhancement processes which are first
encountered in the literature in 1971 referred to a process of
intervention rather than to a program per set
Each of these couple enrichment programs has unique features,
both in format and content.

When CGT was being developed ten year:s

ago, there was not the proliferation of programs that exist today.
Neither was the presence of programs that did exist well publicized.
So to meet the needs of a particular group of couples who could
articulate what they thought they wanted to learn, and with no couple
enrichment program readily available, "Couples Growing Together"
evolved.

It is a coincidence, perhaps zeitgeist, that CGT resembles

in part other programs that were being developed simultaneously.
Adlerian psychology has never made a pretense not to be value
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laden, and Adler himself is seen as a subjective social scientist;
" ••• this does not mean that he overlooked objective factors.
Actually he took them very much into account, but limited them to the
role of providing probabilities, of "Soft" determiners, while the
ultimate determination comes from the inner nature of the self"
(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956, p.9).

It follows that an Adlerian

program will also espouse these values quite specifically.

"Couples

Growing Together" differs from other programs in that the teaching of
these values is incorporated in its basic assumptions.
Assumptions of "Couples Growing Together"
Each assumption of the "Couples Growing Together" program is
based on the broader assumptions of Adlerian Psychology with regard to
human nature as outlined by Ansbacher and Ansbacher (1956), Manaster
and Corsini (1982), and Thomas and Marchant (1983).
Egalitarian Relationships.

The most important Adlerian

assumption as applied to "Couples Growing Together" is that of "social
equality" which refers to people being of equal worth and value;
does not mean that they are the same.

it

All people have competencies

necessary to make some kind of contribution for the benefit of a
social system, in this case, the dyadic relationship.

Because the

application of this assumption to couple relationships is so crucial
to marital health, an extended discussion of egalitarian relationships
is presented here.
The egalitarian marriage is based on companionship which
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reflects a fairly new conception of the relationship between husbands
and wives.

This companionship concept, with its emphasis upon

affection, comradeship, democracy, and happiness of members of the
family is replacing the old-time notion of marriage as a relationship
stressing respect, obedience, authority, and duty (Burgess & Locke,
1945.)

As Bernard (1972) notes, genuine companionship is a

relationship among equals or approximate equals and as such, depends
on the absence of both status and power barriers.

Thus the new

equalitarian notion is democractic and minimizes these barriers.
Transitions within society which affect the conventional
marriage are an area of major concern to many people, especially
feminists who care about the emotional and physical well-being of the
individual.

These transitions can be addressed through couple

enrichment as an educational means to find a solution to the
seemingly no-win situation that confronts many couples.

Kaplan

(1974) has taken a strong stance stressing the need to remodel the
traditional marriage when she states:
The destructive effects of the conventional marriage model
become clearly apparent when one works with couples. The
roots of a person's unhappiness are often not to be found in
the individual's pathology but rather in the model, which by
its demands constricts, defeats, controls, alienates, and
then gags and blindfolds its victims so they can have no
redress. Thus they are hopelessly trapped and cannot even
identify the source of their anguish. (p.520)
Traditional marriage has been a blessing for men only at the
expense of women (Prochaska & Prochaska, 1982) and men must be helped
to see that they too have much to gain by moving away from this
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model.

It will be difficult for many men to accept this view, as

Bernard (1972) cites studies suggesting that wives lose ground in
personal development and self-esteem during the early and middle
years of adulthood, whereas husbands gain ground in these respects
during the same years.

Wives are found to conform to husbands'

expectations much more than husbands do to wives'.

Even among women

who are in the top one percent of their college freshman class,
marriage was found to lead to a marked increase in submissiveness.
Bernard concludes that men traditionally enlarge into a husband while
women dwindle into a wife.

According to Hace and Nace (1974) the

future of marriage does not look so bleak if men can discover "in
their marriage that a wife no longer discriminated against becomes
not a rampaging renegade, but a loyal partner and a trusted friend"
(p. 47).

Hace and Nace also believe that the marriage they value as
good represents a proper and responsible use and fulfillment of
individual freedom and can provide an ideal setting for healthy
personality development.

The status for women in this modern

marriage is a new kind of status which wives will not achieve alone
in isolation from their husbands.

Its achievement means a revolution

in the thinking and practice of both women and men in marriage, and
this becomes one of the goals of couple enrichment.

The Naces, then,

advocate cooperative marriage in which wife and husband establish
mutuality at all levels, including status and support, and hence
discrimination is impossiblo. to sustain.

As Dreikurs (1971) pointed
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out, "The trend toward full social integration and participation
cannot come to fruition unless every individual is recognized as
being of equal status" (p. 41).
The transition from the traditional marriage to companionship
marriage is far from easy for many couples who make this choice.
many respects it represents a reversal of values and of roles.

In
It is

a whole new way of life that has as its objective bringing the couple
closer together in an in-depth relationship that makes possible the
creative sharing of life.

~Iace

and Nace (1974) contend that couples

who wish to adopt egalitarian values need help to make the
transi tion:
The great majority of the American people have never been
given that help. They have tried to be companions in
marriage and have ended up being adversaries. In their
effort to give up the authoritarian approach ••• they have
swung wildly to the opposite extreme ••• They wanted to make
the transition, and most of them tried, but they simply
lacked the knowledge and skill to do it and ended in confusion or in the divorce court. It was just too difficult. (p. 56)
How can the needs of couples for enrichment of their
relationship be met efficiently and economically?

How can they make

the transition from a traditional relationship to an egalitarian
relationship if that is the route they wish to take?

One answer

which this study proposes is to take some of the relationship
building skills, especially communication skills, that develop
autonomy rather than dependency, which marriage counselors teach on a
one-to-one basis in the clinical setting, and make them more directly
available to couples as part of an educational process.
The "Couples Growing Together" program which this study
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evaluates is an attempt to help couples learn and use behavioral
skills to enhance their relationship.

The intent of "Couples Growing

Together" is to operationalize Dreikurs' (1968) claim that husbands
and wives must learn to live with each others as equals, in mutual
respect and trust; must learn to solve problems through agreement,
without winners or losers; must learn a technical knowledge of
problem-solving on the basis of confidence in one's self an.d the
other; and must learn to generate with one another the feeling of
belonging that is the source of tolerance, good will, and optimal
participation (p. 102).
Holism and Uniqueness.

Adler'S psychology is a holistic

psychology emphasizing that each individual is best understood as a
totality, is more than a sum of the behaviors, and is viewed as the
integration of interacting systems of behavior.
relationship.

So it is in a couple

When one attempts to understand the relationship

atomistically, rather than holistically, one loses the ability to
understand the dyad as a unique and interactive totality.
Phenomenology.

The facts of one's life are not as

important as one's perception of those facts.

Just as it is assumed

that each individual perceives the world in a unique fashion, the
couple too develops their particular perspective on life.

lfhat

matters is not the view they have, but how they use that particular
interpretation.
Social Embeddedness.

People exist within a social

framework and consequently, the couple is seen as socially embedded
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in interacting social systems.
Purposive Behavior.

All behavior is purposive and is

characterized by movement toward a goal.

In the same way that

individuals move away from feelings of inferiority toward feelings of
growth, completeness, and wholeness, the couple will direct their
behavior to overcoming perceived difficulties and strive for
significance.
Hutual Respect.

In a well-functioning relationship, both

partners work to the best of their ability so that each may enjoy
maximum pleasure, comfort, satisfaction, and happiness and a minimum
of pain, discomfort, dissatisfaction, and unhappiness.

Each fully

respects the other and does not allow the partner to be treated
disrespectfully.

The couple is a mutually cooperative team.

formula for the success

The

of such a relationship is mutual respect:

respect for one's self and respect for others.
Love and Affection.

Love, tenderness, mutuality,

affection, and good will are considered consequences of respectful
relationships rather than causes.

Love is an emotion and the result

of beliefs, thoughts, opinions, and evaluations.
Further Assumptions Underlying "Couples Growing Together"
The design of "Couples Growing Together" is further based
upon certain assumptions about well-functioning relationships.
1.

Effective, fulfilling intimate relationships are generally the
product of intentional efforts by both partners.
just happen (Rogers, 1972).

They do not

In this vein, "a harmonious marriage
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is possible only if each mate is willing to give one hundred
percent -- all one has.

Only then is one able to look at any

contingency as a challenge that can be met.

When marriage is

considered a "50-50" proposition, and this assumption is at the
root of most marital problems, each partner is constantly
watching to ensure that he or she gets his or her 50 percent and
is afraid of getting only 49 -- or less" (Dreikurs, 1971).
2.

There is an ebb and flow in a healthy, intimate relationship.
Marriage is not an institution or a structure; it is a set of
processes which people engage in (Rogers, 1972).

Because the

relationship is growing and evolving, partners will experience
feelings of closeness sometimes and feelings of distance at other
times.

lfhat keeps the relationship healthy and growing is the

awareness and expression of these feelings (Per1s, 1969).

"It

would seem more compatible with the dignity of man to acknowledge
that it is not the power of emotions that disturbs social
functioning but rather man's failure to understand and to use
them properly, not as excuses, but as his most important assets"
(Dreikurs, 1971, p. 52).
3.

The constructive use of assertion is an essential element in a
growing, intimate relationship.

It is necessary for establishing

contact with the partner, for fulfilling needs in the
relationship, and for preventing physical or emotional abuse to
oneself (Perls, 1969; Bach

&

Heyden, 1969).

Dreikurs' (1971)

stated that the first step toward improving a situation is the
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realization ,'1at the individual plays an active part in every
conflict, and that part is the only factor one can influence.
"We can change no one but ourselves, but no one else's part in
the conflict can remain unchanged if our part changes.

The

solution to a difficulty rests in our hands alone" (p. 110).
4.

Relationships can be built, improved, strengthened.

This can

occur before a catastrophe or crisis calls for relationship
repair.

Partners can be taught relationship building skills to

heighten the chance of success in an intimate relationship
(Rogers, 1972).

Dreikurs (1968) stated this as a metaphor:

Hardly any marriage can avoid a serious crisis;
but most crisis situations would not need to lead to
a marital breakup if the people involved knew how to
extricate themselves or had the courage to let themselves be pulled down by the whirlpool of life and
be spilled out safely, if they only could hold their
breath and wait. (p. 99)

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This literature review was designed to bring together several
areas in marital communication training and marriage enrichment into a
meaningful synthesis.

The first section defines communication as the

term will be used in this study, with particular reference to the
marital dyad.

The second section reviews the research literature on

communication within marriage, and stresses the need to differentiate
between effective and ineffective communication.

In the next section

the focus is on the actual teaching of cummunication skills to
couples;. four specific theoretical approaches are selected to
illustrate various techniques.

Following this part of the literature

review will be a review of seven marriage enrichment programs which
have been selected because of the commonality of their characteristics
with "Couples Growing Together".
The Function of Communication
In the Marital Relationship
The function of communication in the marital relationship has
been the focus of an increasing amount of attention.
has been defined by many authors.

Communication

Basically it is the process by

which information is either changed from one state to another or moved
from from one point to another point in space (Steinglass,
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1978).

Satir (1972) views communication as a huge umbrella that

covers and affects all that goes on between human beings;

it is the

largest single factor determining the kinds of relationships one
makes with others.

She goes on to point out that all communication

is learned and one can set about changing one's communication skills.
Because a broad range of quality of communication exists, it
is effective communication that is being stressed here.

A familiar

axiom in family and marital therapy states that "a person cannot not
communicate" (Satir, 1967; Lederer & Jackson, 1968; Steinglass,
1978).

Hany writers advance the thesis that good communication is

the key to family interaction as well as the lifeblood of the
marriage relationship (Andes, 1974).

Twenty years ago Satir observed

that increased recognition was being given to the belief that a
poeitive relationship exists between marital adjustment and a
couples' capacity to communicate (1964).

Over the intervening years

there has been much evidence supporting the view that open honest
communication is a major factor in satisfying marital relationships
(Boyd & Roach, 1977).
This communication section of the review will be limited to
those approaches which 1) recognize and label communication skills;
2) attempt to teach these skills to couples in a specific manner; and
3) provide the theoretical framework on which the couple enrichment
programs reviewed herein are based.

The four approaches to be

reviewed, including a discussion of some of their outcome research,
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are Behavioral, Systems, Adlerian, and Rogerian.
Research on Communication Within Harriage
Brainerd found that when married couples were taught to
increase their communication effectiveness, they also reported a
significant increase in their perception of marital happiness (1978).
In 1973 the American Psychiatric Association reported that
communication problems were evident in 85% of those marriages
considered to be dysfunctional (Luber, 1978).

Again, Beck and Jones

(1973) state that the area of the marital relationship most
frequently reported as problematic by help-seeking couples are
communication and sex.

Although Judd (1980) found that couples who

reported marital satisfaction also had significantly more positive
verbal and nonverbal communication than distressed couples, she also
noted that couples who were dissatisfied with their marriages and had
more severe problems had significantly more negative verbal and
nonverbal communication.

It thus appeared that the positive or

negative nature of the communication was the determining factor in
the marital satisfaction and not the communication per see
Elements differentiating good and poor communication in
couples include the handling of anger and of differences, tone of
voice, understanding, and good listening habits (Gilbert 1976).
Navron (1967), in an effort to investigate the relationship between
marital satisfaction and open, rewarding communication found that
happily married couples talked more to each other; conveyed the
feeling that they understood what was being said to them; had a wide

33
range of subject matter available to them; preserved communication
channels and kept them open; showed more sensitivity to each other's
feelings; personalized their language symbols; and made more use of
supplementary nonverbal techniques of communication.

Through factor

analysis, Crowley and Ivey (1976) found that meaningful, direct,
mutual communication involves a high degree of expressed emotionality
as manifested through listening and sharing skills.

Sharing skills

are further defined in terms of self and/or partner related affect.
They suggest that emphasis should be placed on identifying, using,
and reinforcing such statements.

Boyd and Roach (1977) set out to

identify which specific verbal communication skills are related to
satifying marital relationships.

They suggest that sending direct,

clear messages, active listening or receiving messages, and verbal
expression of respect and esteem for one's spouse differentiated more
satisfying from less sati.sfying relationships and lend support to the
assumption that marital satisfaction and effective communication are
closely related.

Factors contributing to poor communication include

nagging, conversational discourtesies, and uncommunicativeness
(Bienvenu, 1970, 1978).
A note of caution was entered by Udry as early as 1966; he
suggested that selective communication is the key to the successful
marriage.

He emphasizes that it is the fruitful control and

direction of the communication process which distinguishes satisfying
marriages, not the volune of the material communicated or the amount
of time spent communicating it.

In a similar vein, O'Neill (1978)

clearly points out that communicated raw frankness and raw honesty
can be quite detrimental: " ••• there are always parts of ourselves
that cannot be shared with or verbalized to another" (p.73).

Farris

(1979) also noted that the method of communication needs close
attention; couples who were exposed to a weekend problem-solving and
communication skills workshop increased their communication style
significantly but there was no concomitant increase in marital
satisfaction.

Likewise, Garland (1979) found that there was no

indication that communication skills training and resultant
perceptive accuracy are necessarily related to increases in
relationship adjustment.

Stuart (1980) summarizes this point when he

states, "the preponderance of available evidence suggests that
discretion rather than overexuberance is a better norm for a
relationship-enhancing communication pattern" (p. 209).
Emphasis on the quality of communication is strongly
supported by Nargolin and Jacobson (1981) who view marital distress
as more a function of communication deficits than the specific
content issues about which spouses are communicating.

They recommend

the strong preventative measure of arming couples with skills that
will increase their ability to communicate clearly.

It is expected

that improvement in communication processes will be accompanied by
desired changes in the specific content to which new process skills
are applied.

It is also predicted that such improvement is crucial

for maintaining the therapeutic gains that are obtained in specific
content areas.

Hence problem-solving skills in and of themselves do
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not ensure continued marital satisfaction.

Effective communication

is viewed as a long range strategy to effectively handle a
relationship if it begins to falter.
This stress on effective communication has resulted in the
opinion that adequate communicating skills form what Rappaport and
Harrel (1975) have called "the very heart of successful marriage".
Only in the last decade has this theoretical stance been
operationalized and presented systematically as a possible approach
to both the treatment of marital difficulties as well as to
preventative maintenance through couple enrichment.
The Teaching of Communication Skills
to Marital Partners
l{hile improved communication is most often the primary goal
sought by partners undergoing marital stress, and while many
therapists endorse this goal, there is less consensus on how to
accomplish it or on how to measure actual change (Margolin & Weiss,
1978).

Many autho'rs both discuss treatment skills necessary for

productive communication and demonstrate that particular techniques
of training are differentially effective.

However, they tell little

about the specific dimensions of meaningful communication.

This

concern is voiced by Baucom (1982) who laments that specific
techniques for teaching communication skills are tantalizingly
described in a general manner but are not spelled out.

As Jacobson

(1977b) states:
The task of how to facilitate couple's problem solving
behavior is considerably more difficult than specifying the
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optimum content of their interaction. This is bp.cause the
technology of how to implement behavioral procedures is
primitive. skIIiful behavioral clinicians can help couples
change using their procedures but a substantial proportion of
factors operating in the treatment milieu in addition to the
hypothesized active ingredients become abstracted from the
procedural descriptions which appear in the literature. In
the case of teaching couples problem solving skills ••• few
procedural descriptions have been sufficiently elaborate to
allow clinicians to implement the procedures on the basis of
reading the article. (p. 20)
It becomes evident, then, that the literature on both marital
therapy and couple enrichment gives great emphasis to communication
training.

The recognition of its importance has led to a growing

number of workshops and training programs demonstrating varying
degrees of effectiveness in the development of such skills.

The

procedures entailed in training across most theoretical perspectives
tend to be highly structured with a didactic educational format.
Extensive use is made of role-playing techniques, and programmed texts
of some kind are often used to supplement the instructions provided by
the therapist or group facilitator.
utilized.

Homework assignments are often

To date there is little research that indicates how long it

takes for couples to drop dysfunctional communication modes and adopt
new, more effective and functional teChniques (Adam and Gingras,
1982).

The Behavioral Approach
To Teaching Communication Skills to Couples
Behavioral therapists train couples in a variety of
communication skills using technologies which have generalized
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applicability across diverse content areas (Weiss, 1978; Jacobson &
Hargolin, 1979).

The teaching of communication skills from a

behavioral perspective can be distinguished both by the content of
skills which couples are taught and by the procedures which
characterize such training.

Hany of these skills follow uniquely

from a behavioral exchange model where the marital relationship is
perceived as a process of circular and reciprocal sequences of
behavior and consequences; each person's behavior is affected by, and
influences, the other (Jacobson & Hargolin, 1979).

Behaviorists

maintain that it is primarily through the medium of communication
that couples provide benefits to one another.

Deficits in this area

therefore can often be instrumental in generating or maintaining an
unsatisfying relationship.
Nainly as a result of Jacobson's (1977a; 1977b) and O'Leary
and Turkewitz' (1978) contributions, the behavioral approach to
communication training is the most clearly and thoroughly articulated
of all of the theoretical

perspectives.

According to behaviorist

writers, (Jacobson and Hargolin, 1979) communication enhancement
primarily involves four major therapeutic goals, for each of which
the therapist uses a variety of techniques: clear communication l
problem solving skills, positive verbal interaction, and appropriate
expressions of feelings.
Clea7 Communication.

The confusion that results from

discrepancies between the message sent and the message received often
leads to unnecessary

arglli~ents

and hostility.

Couples have to learn
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to ask for clarifications and specific elaborations of each other's
messages in order to interrupt the behavioral chain of escalating
arguments.

Spouses are taught to attend to their own negative

reactions which serve as a cue or discriminating stimulus and
investigate whether these reactions are warranted.
Training in empathic skills is also used to increase clear
communication.

The spouses are taught to reflect what they hear

their spouses say, initially in the context of very structured
discussions on non-problematic issues.

One spouse is designated as

speaker and limits speech to two sentences.

With much guidance and

modeling from the therapist, each spouse practices reflecting both
content and feelings in the message.

They learn to comment on the

accuracy of the reflection and to make corrections

whe~e

needed.

Throughout this empathic discussion, emphasis is given to
establishing and maintaining eye contact.
empathic listening is introduced.

Gradually, more active

Once spouses have mastered this

skill in structured discussions, they are prompted to use these
reflecting skills at other times, such as when a spouse is hurt or
angry.
Nargolin and Jacobson (1979) point out a caution in the use
of empathy training, especially with distressed couples.

Since

reflecting requires an inference about what is going on inside the
couple, the therapist is essentially teaching mind-reading skills.
This is not necessarily a bad thing in and of itself.

In a

satisfying relationship, mind reading is used by partners to indicate
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attention and sensitivity to the other's behavior; mind reading
statements are likely to have an impact of an expression of concern
or caring.

However, they warn that mind-reading can also serve as a

controlling, manipulative function.

It is necessary that couples

learn the appropriate

here, and use reflecting only

discrimip~tion

when it is appropriate.
A third aspect of a behavioral treatment progam in clear
communication is having the spouses examine and re-evaluate their
interpretation of each other's behavior, as it is believed that all
behavior communicates something within the context of the dyad.

As

Hargolin and Jacobson (1981) have pointed out, it is often the
conclusions that spouses draw from the partners behavior, rather than
the behavior itself, which constitutes the primary problem.
Problem Solving Skills.

The aspect of communication that

has received the most attention from behavioral marital therapists is
the teaching of appropriate problem solving skills, which Jacobson
and Nargolin (1979) view as an important subcomponent of behavioral
communication training.

Other behavioral techniques, especially

contingency contracting, are considered useless unless persons
involved have adequate interpersonal communication skills (Weiss,
1978), for they will not be able to negotiate if they cannot
communicate clearly about their desires.

Throughout the discussions

that take place during therapy the therapist continually attempts to
shape appropriate problem solving skills.
One method of shaping such skills is for the therapist to
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clearly state rules for problem solving discussions and to provide
feedback on the application of these rules.

O'Leary and Turkewitz

(1978) outline these rules as: be specific; phrase requests in terms
of positive changes, as opposed to attacks on negative behavior;
respond directly to a complaint or criticism, rather than responding
with a cross-complaint; keep the topic confined to the present or
future; wait for your spouse to complete a thought before giving your
reaction or comments; and confine remarks to observable behavior
rather than making remarks about motives or character analysis.
These rules are phrased in the positive in terms of what should be
done, rather than i.ll

t(~rms

of what not to do.

The rationale for

positive phrasing, is that it is easier to reinforce the occurrence of
a behavior than its non-occurrence.
Further rules which Jacobson (1977a) would include are:
emphasize neutrality when expressing negative feeling;

avoid~~ce

of

derogatory adjectives or personality trait labels in describing the
other's behavior; using social reinforcement by maximizing the value
of descriptive behavior; and paraphrasing comments before moving on
and thereby tempering the zeal to reply prematurely and minimizing
the likelihood of interruption.
mutual as possible.

Suggestions for change should be as

As well, the therapist must learn the individual

couples' nonverbal correlates of positive, neutral, and negative
communication and explicitly incorporating these variables into the
treatment structure.
the agreement.

The consummate step is the written recording of

41
A second technique for teaching productive problem solving
behavior is behavior rehearsal.

The couple practise the new

communication skills during the session and the therapist provides
feedback.

A modified form of behavior rehearsal is 'replaying',

where the couple presents a frustrating discussion they had during
the week and are asked to replay the sequence.

The therapist

interrupts the interaction to help the spouses pinpoint the
destructive behaviors that contributed to the negative chain, and
the couple is asked to generate alternative responses that would be
more productive.
A third technique is the use of stimulus control strategies,
where the couple is instructed to bring their problem solving
attempts under the control of particular times and settings.
Positive Verbal Interaction.

Distressed couples have fewer

positive interchanges than non-distressed couples, not necessarily
because there is a lack of positive thoughts or feelings but because
spouses often choose not to share them (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979).
One teChnique recommended to insure continuation of new behavior
patterns is for spouses to carry out a written agreement to make one
positive comment to each other each day.

To insure that a positive

remark is received as such, the therapist directs attention to
asking how the positive remarks are heard and to recommending that
the remarks be explicit and unambiguous.
Appropriate Expressions of Feeling.

O'Leary and Turkewitz

(1978) state that it is important to increase feeling expression

42

because distressed spouses report more fear of expressing their
feelings than do nondistressed mates.

Also, their conclusion from

clinical observation is that husbands, more frequently than wives,
are reluctant to express negative feelings.

To counteract this,

couples can learn strategies to increase "feeling talk" in one
another.

One technique is to encourage a reluctant spouse to talk

about feelings not related to the marital relationship, as these are
apparently less threatening.
Another technique the therapist can use to increase the
likelihood that a spouse will admit to and discuss feelings is to
start with a very low level empathic reflection of statements made by
a 'nonfeeling' spouse.

The rationale is that initially a reticent

client is mo're likely to agree with a reflection that minimizes the
emotional component of his/her remark.

Gradually the therapist can

increase the level of emotion reflected.
Jacobson (1977b) is concerned that couples will fail to learn
generalized strategies for problem solving.

In order to maximize the

possibility that couples will abstract a set of strategies, several
therapeutic maneuvers should be standard practice.

First, therapy

termination should be accompanied by fading along two dimensions; the
sessions themselves should be faded from existence rather than simply
ended abruptly, and the therapist should become increasingly less
active and directive as therapy progresses.

Second, a precedent must

be set at the beginning of therapy in which the content of the
problem solutions comes from the couples.

Third, the therapist must
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ensure in other ways active participation on the part of couples in
the learning process by helping them make the connection between
theory and practice so that they transfer successful problem solving
from a concrete practice session to future problems.
Outcome Studies.

There are few outcome studies of

behavioral approaches to teaching communication skills to couples.
Host studies of Behavioral Harital Therapy have an emphasis on
contingency contracting skills.

One exception is a series of single

case studies by Carter and Thomas (Greer & D'Zuilla, 1975) which
focus on conversational control and specificity of problem
description.

They used a mechanical device operated by the therapist

which indicated to the partners if they were using appropriate
communication techniques.

Although communication during the therapy

session improved, there is no indication of generalization to
interaction outside of the therapeutic setting.

Venema (1975, cited

by Jacobson, 1978) compared communication training and contingency
contracting procedure.

The results on a series of self-report

indices indicated that neither of the groups made statistically
significant changes.
Gurman and Kniskern (1978), in a very thorough review of
outcome research to date, stated that there is currently insufficient
evidence regarding the relative contribution to outcome of the
multiple components of behavioral couples therapy (eg. communication
training, therapist modeling) to influence clinical practice
significantly.
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The Systems Approach
To Teaching Communication Skills to Couples
The Systems concept postulates that there is a constant
action-reaction between associated things (Lederer & Jackson, 1968).
The closer the

aS5~ciation,

the more obvioUB is the action-reaction.

If an influence upsets the balance between the associated entities,
then a compensating factor, known as feedback, is provided by the
system to regain balance.

It occurs in all aspects of life, including

marriage, which is seen as a fluid relationship between two spouses
and their two individual systems of behavior.

The totality of

marriage is determined by how the spouses operate in relation to each
other, that is, for every action of one spouse there is an equal
reaction from the other (Okun & Rappaport, 1980).
This ar-ticn-reaction system operates in a circular fashion
which ranges from negative to positive in order to remain in balance.
Steinglass (1978) develops this system further through discussing the
concept of morphogenesis.

This describes how living systems (and

marriage is such a system), change, or move, to levels of higher
complexity and organization.

He suggests that just as there is a

negative feedback loop associated with homeostasis, there is a
positive feedback loop associated with morphogenesis.
feedback loop conveys

1nfo~ation

A negative

about the system's performance

tllat

serves to decrease the deviation from the set norm or bias of the
system to reduce change.

A positive feedback loop conveys information

about the system's performance that serves to increase
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the deviation from the set norm, or bias of the system to increase
change.
Hithin the marital setting, the man and woman at first
randomly exchange a wide variety of behavior; eventually they work
out mutually acceptable ways of labeling and of interrelating this
behavior, so that each individual feels he is an equal (Lederer and
Jackson, 1968).

Thus the marriage system is always in a state of

flux as each partner attempts to shape the relationship and thereby
influence how the joint system will operate.

Homeostasis remains

only until a new challenge to the system is presented.

In a workable

marriage the maladaptive patterns die out; if no agreement is
reached, and the escalation continues, there may be a complete
breakup of the system.

On the other hand, such a morphogenetic

process can also lead to growth, creativity, and innovation
(Steinglass, 1978).
Lederer and Jackson (1968) and Satir (1972) are three authors
who set out to give detailed explanations of communication processes
that will increase positive marital interaction and thereby keep the
relationship in balance.

Several couple enrichment programs

(Guerney, 1971; Hiller, Nunnally & Hackman, 1976b) were then based on
these teChniques and theory.

Hore recent writers who also

articulate communication techniques within Systems' theory (Haley,
1981; Galvin & Brommel"

1982) all build on the earlier, clearly

established, techniques.
As Lederer and Jackson explain, communication in marriage is
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a constant exchange of information between the two spouses by speech,
letter writing, talking on the telephone, the exhibition of bodily or
facial expressions, and so forth.
"there is no

~

The phrase presented earlier,

communicating", is one which Systems writers are

particularly fond of quoting.
Communic.a.tion occurs at several different levels, often
simultaneously.

According to Lederer and Jackson every message has

at least three aspects:
1.

The report aspect consists of what is said or written, that is,
the actual meaning of the words and the content of the message.

2.

The command aspect helps define the nature and meaning of the
message, indicating how it is supposed to be heard and how the
sender is attempting to influence the nature of the relationship
with the receiver.

The sender's intentions may be suggested by

tone of voice, by its loudness and softness, by the speed of
speech, and by accompanying non-verbal behavior.
3.

The context aspect is determined by the cultural implications of
the situation of the communicants.

The greatest single cause of

marital breakdown is the exchange of information which is
culturally clear to one spouse and culturally foreign to the other
(Lederer & Jackson, 1968).
Hithin Systems theory, faulty communication occurs when the
message received is not the message sent, and is one of the major
causes of breakdown in otherwise workable marriages.

A major

difficulty in communication between spouses is recognizing what the
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other person really means.

An individual reacts to a communicated

message according to one's own perception of the nature of that
message, and the appropriateness of the reaction is directly related
to the clarity and explicitness of the message.
Lederer and Jackson further maintain that, from the Systems'
perspective, there are two major ways in which communication between
individuals breaks down.

They present these along with the

communication's antidote for each.
1.

Physical:

spouses may speak to each other but neither 'hears'

what the other says.
troubled marriage.

This situation is present in almost every
Lederer and Jackson

develop~d

an exercise to

counteract this problem which exaggerates the emphasis to be
performed with every communication, no matter how small.

It

consists of having each partner commit themselves to complete all
communication for two weeks as follows:

the first speaker makes a

statement, the recipient must acknowledge having heard the
statement, and the speaker must acknowledge the acknowledgement.
2.

The message sent is not the message received:

this problem occurs

when a message has two or more possible meanings.

The 'meaning'

therefore is dependent upon the interpretation of the listener
which may be different from the interpretation given by the
speaker.

Two further exercises were developed by Lederer and

Jackson to ensure clarification of messages, but before
undertaking the exercises, the spouses must realize that
co~~unication

is difficult and they are unlikely to achieve noise
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free communication 60% of the time.

They must further agree that

mind-reading, the imputation of motives, and digressions into past
history create noise and hamper communication.

Each spouse is to

watch for the use of such ploys by the other.
Exercise 1.

Each spouse sits face to face in straight chairs with

knees touching.

Each puts the right hand on the other's left,

then look each other directly in the eyes and maintain this
position for a least two minutes while they discuss trivia.
Spouses then ask themselves: is either able to admit discomfort in
this position?

why should the discomfort occur when the subject

matter is so unimportant?

Then each spouse tells the other a

deliberate, embellished lie but attempts to sound convincing.
Ivith the therapist's help, they realize how difficult it is to
tell a li.E in this position and how they normally avoid eye
contact and thus encourage distrust when it is not warranted.
Exercise 2.

One spouse tells a story about something that

happened that day while the other attempts to interrupt the story
using inappropriate techniques at every opportunity.
for three minutes for each.

This goes on

The purpose is to show how easy it is

to make the other's communication difficult.
Sluzki (1978) has reformulated Systems communication training
procedures.

He teaches therapists prescriptions for detailed

therapeutic interventions.

It is expected that these techniques will

later be generalized by the client to daily interactions to counteract
impediments to effective communication.

Sluzki emphasizes that
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therapists insist that clients always:

1) speak in the first person

singular; 2) phrase all personal matters (such as value judgments and
opinions) as personal statements; 3) question systematically all
mind-reading statements; and 4) make statements directly to each
other, with eye-to-eye contact.

These are based on broader guidelines

established earlier by Satir (1967, 1972) in which she directs the
therapist to:
a)

model clarity and perception

b)

function clearly as the communications expert and direct the focus
of the session on the communications process rather than the
content

c)

observe the interactional behaviors of the couples, pick out
patterns of behavior, and give them feedback on what he or she
sees and hears

d)

find out what the rules about communication of the couples are,
who makes them, and make explict the ones which are implicit so
that spouses will not be unaware victims of a system they do not
understand.

e)

prohibit blaming

f)

encourage the awareness of values and the expression of feelings
directly

g)

pay attention to non-verbal messages

h)

encourages active listening
Communications theorists Nithin the Systems perspective

emphasize both the symbolic and the transactional nature of
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communication.

As well as symbols being employed to transmit

messages, the people involved have a mutual impact on each other.
Thus, in communicative relationships, all participants are both
affecting and being affected, even when one appears to be sending
more messages than the other.

m~~y

This implies that communication is more

appropriately viewed from a relational perspective; within a Systems
perspective it becomes nonproductive to analyze each personality or
each act separately because of the integrative nature of the system.
Each personality and each communication act occurs within the context
of a system and reflects the nature of those relationships (Galvin &
Brommel, 1982).
Outcome Studies.

As with the results pointed out earlier

with regard to Behavioral Harital Therapy, a review of outcome
research of Systems therapy by Gurman and Kniskern (1978) reveals a
similar picture: there is currently insufficient evidence regarding
the relative contribution to outcome of the multiple components of
Systems couples therapy to influence clinical practice significantly.
Jacobson (1978) has concluded that structured communication training,
whether behavioral or non-behavioral, seems to be emerging as the sine
qua non of effective marital therapy:
~'Tould

be most Helcome at this stage

"A research development which

~Tould

be well-controlled,

comparative outcome studies scrutinizing approaches which have
hitherto gone uninvestigated.

Until such research is conducted,

structured communication training of some kind appears to be the
treatment of choice for mild to moderate marital problems" (p.440).
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A few studies have found significant differences favoring
structured communications training approaches to marital discord when
compared to untreated controls.

Hines (1975) assigned couples to an

eclectic communication training group, a traditional insight-oriented
group, or a control group.

The communication group was significantly

more effective than either of the other two groups.

Cassidy (1973)

evaluated the effects of teaching communication skills to couples
compared with a no-treatment control group.

Differences between the

groups were statistically significant on all measures.

On the other

hand, Hclntosh (1975) compared three treatment approaches to training
couples in communication skills:
structured, and non-structured.
the design.

highly structured, partially
A no-treatment group was included in

None of the groups changed significantly from pre-test to

post-test on the criterion measures.
Beck (1976) reviewed twelve studies which utilized
communication training as the only approach.

structur~d

With one exception, the

couples were enlisted in the projects and were not applicants for
marital counseling.

Eleven of the studies provided documentation for

numerous positive effects of communication training.

The scope of the

changes suggests a spread of effect from immediate behavior in the
laboratory to the interaction in the home.
effects included not only

L~proved

Beck concludes that these

communication skills but also

enhanced self-concept, improved mutual understanding, greater
interactional awareness, more listener acceptance and empathy, more
open expression, and improved marital relationships generally.
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The Adlerian Approach
To Teaching Communication Skills to Couples
In its emphasis on social and interpersonal dynamics, Adlerian
psychology is comparable to other interpersonal and systems theories
(Kern, Matheny, & Patterson, 1978).

Although most other perspectives

stress the individual's responsibility for his/her own behavior, Adler
expanded this responsibility of the individual as an integral part of
one's social environment.

To facilitate co-existence in this social

environment, of which marriage is considered an aspect, the individual
must have an intimate awareness of his/her own needs and priorities.
Thus Adlerian psychology encourages self-knowledge and awareness of
how one's perceptions affect the individual's and couple's
functioning.

Once this insight is established, the teaching of

communication skills draws heavily from the Systems perspective with
an emphasis on the Palo Alto Group (Satir, Bateson, et al.) and from
behavioral theory, particularly as described by Jacobson, (1977a, b)
and Jacobson and Hargolin (1979).

The main focus, as with the other

perspectives, is on the mutual responsibility of both the sender and
the receiver of the message to make the communication clear and
functional (Dinkmeyer & Muro, 1971).
Breakdown in communication is considered an early sign of
warfare, long before it erupts openly in overt acts of hostility.
Therefore attempts are made to re-establish communication and mutual
understanding as a means of reconciliation (Dreikurs, 1967).

It is

assumed that being able to make people see eye to eye, to understand

S3

each other, and to perceive the point of view of an opponent, means
re-establishing the disrupted communication and moving toward
cooperation and harmony.
Dreikurs (1968) labelled all dysfunctional

co~~unication

as a

'game' where, although the partners are totally unaware of the roles
they are playing, their endeavor is to demonstrate how wrong the other
is.

Instead of realizing the psychological basis for disputes, the

couple remain on the logical level, each finding new proofs for their
respective positions.

Dreikurs then set out to help the couple take

the first step toward resolving conflicts by assisting them to develop
a sense of mutual respect as being the essence of improved
communication.

However, beyond the clinical techniques for developing

insight into the couples' relationship, and teaching them to recognize
and change their interactional dynamics, he does not deal with
specific techniques for improving or teaching

corr~unication

skills.

W.L. Pew (Dinkmeyer, Pew, & Dinkmeyer, 1979) describes
specific techniques that enhance communication:
a)

Listening; one partner agrees to sit down and listen to the other
partner until he or she has finished, without any interruption or
nonverbal static.

Then the listening partner has the option to

respond, but does not have to, and the partner who spoke first
will become the listener.

This process is particularly helpful

when one partner is very upset and the other is not.
b)

Paraphrasing; one of the partners makes a statement and the other
is to refrain from answering until he or she has paraphrased, to
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the first speaker's satisfaction, what wc'.s said.

This technique

demands a great deal of guidance from the counselor.
c)

Feedback; in this case Pew defines feedback as one partner giving
an answer or solution to a discouraged other partner.

The

non-discouraged partner is taught to ask, "Would you like to hear
my suggestion?" or "Would you like to get my
willi.ng to take "No" for an answer.

r~action?"

and be

The purpose is to demonstrate

to couples that feedback is accepted much more graciously when it
is offered courteously and tentatively.
d)

Couple Council; couples are encouraged to devote fifteen minutes
each week at a regular, predetermined time, to work out all the
regular business of living together and operating a household.
Hawes (1982) provides a different description of feedback than

does Pew; feedback is similar to paraphrasing and entails each
listener restating the partner's statement so that the speaker knows
he or she has been heard, and heard correctly.

If the speaker does

not confirm the correctness of the feedback, the listener requests
that the speaker rephrase the statement, then the listener restates it
until the speaker affirms that the message sent is the message
received.

This process precludes the listener planning a response to

the statement rather than paying close attention to the speaker.
Corsini (1970) developed a communication training technique,
called a

~Iarriage

Conference, that is widely used by Adlerian

counselors (Dinkmeyer, Pew, & Dinkmeyer, 1979; Hanaster & Corsini,
1982) and is described in Chapter 3 as a Couple Conference.
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Essentially, the couple agree to sit back-to-back and each speaks for
half an hour while the other listens.
M. Pew (1978) recommends that couples be taught to communicate
through writing as an adjunct to other methods.

The purpose can be to

explain a point of view, to bring up a delicate subject, or to express
encouragement to a mate.
A two line poem attributed to Lois Wyse states:
Marriages are killed by two things,
Questions and answers.
This verse becomes the basis for a communication technique wherein
couples make an agreement to suspend all questions for one week
(Hawes, 1976).

Instead of questions, all inquiries are made through

statements about the self, ego "I'm wondering what happened that made
you late".

Although interaction without questions is almost

impossible to maintain for this time period, clinical observation
(Powers & Hahn, 1977) reveals that this exercise lessens the number of
defensive responses, decreases hostile reactions, and makes each
partner aware that the other is truly working at changing
dysfunctional communication.
Emphasis in Adlerian marital communication training is also
given to affective statements being separated from cognitive
statements.

When the focus is on accounts of 'feelings', the couple

is taught to suspend all value judgments and to acknowledge that
emotions cannot be right or wrong; one owns one's feelings and
although they may seem inappropriate they belong to the partner and
are to be respected.

S6

Communication skills training within the Adlerian model is
highly structured.

As with other perspectives, rigid guidelines are

specifically designed to enable couples to communicate without
regressing to old patterns which have become destructive and
ineffective. These rules protect the couple while motivating them to
move in a more positive direction.

Although communication skills

training seems deceptively simple, couples need monitored practice
plus much support, encouragement, and modeling from the counselor
(Hawes, 1983).
In order to generalize strategies from the learning setting to
day-to-day interactions, as the counselor explains a technique during
the early counseling sessions, instructions are ofteIl written
simultaneously so the couple will take the guidelines home and
practice them, without blaming one another for any misunderstandings.
In later sessions, the couple will be asked to assume more
responsibility for taking instructions by writing such directions
themselves, and even later, to remember them without writing them.

A

similar procedure is followed in couple enrichment groups.
The Rogerian Approach
To Teaching Communication Skills to Couples
Communication skills training based specifically on the
Rogerian model is articulated through Carkhuff's system (Jacobson,
1978) and has been used as an approach to improving marital
communication by Pierce (1973).

However, like other writers who have

attempted to develop communication training based on Rogers' Client
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Centered Therapy, Carkhuff's model integrates the contributions of
the insight therapists and the behavior therapists in the sense that
it makes use of both the experiential and didactic sources of
learning.

As Pierce (1973) explains, Carkhuff has operationalized a

core of interpersonal skills which are known to be predictive of
facilitative or deteriorative consequences in a variety of
relationships.

The responsive skills of empathic understanding,

regard, and concreteness or specificity of expression are the
dimensions that respond to another's frame of reference.

The

initiative or action oriented skills are facilitative genuineness,
confrontation, and interpretations of immediacy.

These skills

incorporate another's frame of reference but then go beyond it to
supply the direction that the listener or helper sees.
In Pierce's interpretation of the Carkhuff model in marital
communication the primary focus was the development of empathy.
However the responsive dimensions of empathy, regard and concreteness
as well as the initiative dimensions of genuineness, confrontation,
and immediacy were also incorporated in training.

Pierce first

teaches couples pre-helping skills of attending, observing, and
listening in role-playing situations.

Attending involves the

communication of a "hovering attentiveness" to what the other person
is saying through body position and eye contact.

Observing consists

of practice in focusing on the non-verbal cues which help the trainer
identify the feelings of another person.

Listening simply involves

practice in hearing precisely the content spoken by another.

All
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these skills together help to set the stage for responding.
After the initial training, couples work together and one
partner is designated the helper and the other the helpee.

The

helpee presents a problem and the helper first learns to respond to
the feelings expressed by the helpee.

The helper next learns to

respond to both the feeling and the meaning, or the reason for the
feeling, that the helpee expresses.

The interaction is gradually

extended and the helper learns to go beyond what the helpee has
expressed to understand what the helpee is really saying about
him/herself.

Throughout the learning procedure the appropriate

behavior is modeled by the trainer; responses are also shaped by the
feedback received fr.om other group participants.
Luber (1978) also describes three models based largely on the
work of Carkhuff:

Systemic Facilitative Training which is a

"quasi-interactional" model with the goal of systemically changing
and improving the interactional style of the dyad; Operationally
Systemic Facilitative Training which is a didactic experimental
method to achieve empathic understanding and combines several
procedures entailing a didactic base with modeling, shaping, role
playing practice, and feedback; and Conjugal Therapy or Dyadic
Relationship Enhancement which utilizes "listener and speaker modes"
as the medium for teaching empathic and axpressive communication
skills.

Other than the fact the author claims that each of these

models is broadly based on Rogerian theoretical principles and
methods derived from operant and social learning, it is difficult to
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discern what each contributes to either Rogerian or Behavioral
perspectives that have not been described elsewhere in a more lucid
fashion.
Summary of Teaching Communication Skills to Couples
O'Leary and

Turke~~tz

(1981) compared Behavioral Marital

Therapy and Systems Communications Therapy and found that both are
promising therapeutic approaches for alleviating marital distress.
In this study both approaches produced positive changes in the
couples' relationships that exceeded those obtained by a wait list
control group, and which were maintained over a four month follow-up.
The authors' interpretation of this observed similarity in outcome is
that communication enhancement is the effective component of the
treatment program.

The major commonality between the two programs

was the therapist's attention to communication patterns.

This

overlap was necessitated by the authors' opinion that improving
communication is essential to any viable approach to marital therapy.
It could also be argued that the Behavioral

~farital

Therapy conducted

in this study is unrepresentative of general clinical practice.
O'Leary and Turkowitz also note that the program developed from
Rogers' therapeutic approach, Conjugal Relationship Enhancement,
which was originally developed to teach empathic skills in
communication to the exclusion of other skills has been modified over
the years.

The Adlerian approach also focuses on communication

training, and is based on the assumption that every close
relationship requires cooperation and this is impossible without
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constant communication (Dreikurs, 1967).
O'Leary and Turkewitz (1981) conclude that Behavioral Marital
Therapy has been modifed over the past several years to include an
increased emphasis on communication, and Communication Theory has
been modified to include an increased emphasis on behavior.

It also

becomes evident that Adlerian Marital Therapy borrows heavily from
these two appproaches, as does the Rogerian approach.

In spite of

the approaches drawing on the techniques of the other, the
theoretical conceptualization has remained disparate and until
recently, investigators have not cited each other.

O'Leary and

Turkewitz suggest that it would seem advisable to begin collaborative
projects with the goal of synthesizing an integrated theory of
marital distress and developing a multi-modal treatment program.
Collaborative projects would also seem to be advisable in the
area of marital success, in this case, couple enrichment.

The

following section will discuss marital enrichment programs which
incorporate either communication skills alone, or in conjunction with
problem solving skills.

It becomes evident that researchers who have

developed couple training programs have attempted to synthesize the
theories of communication discussed so far.

In operationalizing this

theory in the group setting with couples who are looking for help in
the maintenance of stable and satisfying relationships, researchers
are, in fact, beginning to develop theories of marital satisfaction.
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Marriage Enrichment Programs
The programs to be reviewed in this section have several
characteristics in common with "Couples Growing Together": a) emphasis
on open and direct exchange of feelings; b) assumption of personal
responsibility for whatever is said (and done) in the marriage; c)
clarification and differentiation of feelings as being different from
thoughts and actions; d) openness to outcome research which
demonstrates that the program leads to significant improvement in
marital satisfaction; and e) the structure is amenable to groups of
more than three couples.

The seven programs to be considered are: a)

Marriage Encounter; b) The Couples Communication Program (CCP); c)
Conjugal Relationship Enhancement (CRE; d) The Association of Couples
for Harriage Enrichment (ACME; e) The Pairing Enrichment Program
(PEP); f) The Marriage Enrichment

Progr~u

(Sager); and g) The Systems

Marriage Enrichment Program.
Marriage Encounter
Marriage Encounter is the largest marriage enrichment movement
in the world with over one and a half million couples having
participated in one of the weekend programs (Doherty & Walker, 1982).
Though it began about 1966 among Spanish Catholics as an outgrowth of
the Catholic Christian Family Movement, Marriage Encounter in the
United States is strongly supported by Protestant and Jewish couples
too, and is growing rapidly from coast to coast (Bosco, 1976).

The

rfarriage Encounter movement recently split into two rival groups,
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National Harriage Encounter and Worldwide Marriage Encounter (Doherty
and l-lalker, 1982).

The main feature of both groups is a weel{end

retreat in which couples learn "God's Plan" for marriage -- namely,
unity, which is never clearly defined (Doherty, NcCabe, & Ryder,
1978).

Communication is the only technique used and is called the

"dialogue", which Lester and Doherty describe:
Early in the weekend, couples are introduced to the
concept of "spiritual divorce" which is portrayed as a
natural phenomenon occurring in all marriages vrhen the
illusion phase (honeymoon) turns to disillusion ••• Once
spiritual divorce has been defined as a common and imminent
threat to the marital relationship, couples are taught the
"dialogue" technique to counteract this destructive trend.
The dialogue technique is a process during which spouses
individually reflect on a chosen topic, then write their
feelings about it in a notebook. They then exchange
notebooks and discuss their feelings with each other. The
emphasis of the discussion is upon feeling aspects of the
topic; problem solving is discouraged. All the dialoguing on
the weekend is between husband and wife, with little group
sharing. (p. 184).
Doherty et al. summarize dialogue as not focusing on better
understanding and problem solving but rather on the experience of
oneness mld on an emotional high.
The core of the

~farriage

Encounter, the initial experience, is

a weekend in which 10-25 married couples are given an opportunity to
examine their lives together, free from everyday distractions.

They

are urged to explore their relationship -- their individual weaknesses
and strong points, their hidden hurts, dreams, disappointments, their
joys and frustrations openly and lovingly in a face-to-face encounter
with each other.

The weekend is presented by a team of two or three

previously Encountered couples and a minister, usually a priest.

It
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runs from early Friday evening to late Sunday afternoon.

The program

consists of twelve team presentations which focus on various aspects
of the marriage relationship.

A period of dialoguing follows each

presentation (Demarest, Sexton, & Sexton as cited by Doherty et al.,
1982).
Supporters of the Marriage Encounter program (Genovese, 1975;
Regula, 1975) focus on what they perceive as the two specific areas of
impact:

the difference between role relationship and interpersonal

relationships, and cultural misconceptions about masculinity.

They

also emphasize the discarding of masks and the importance of
disclosing feelings on the part of both team couples, the priest, and
participating couples.

Interweaving all of this, according to Regula,

is a mystical dimension which provides Marriage Encounter with its
depth and richness of meaning.
In spite of its national visibility and strong subjective
support, few empirical outcome studies of the Marriage Encounter
program have appeared in the professional literature.

When Gurman and

Kniskern (1977) critically assessed the evidence of the efficacy of
marriage enrichment programs generated up till 1977, there was no
evidence for

~farriage

Encounter.

Several unpublished dissertations

have yielded mixed and inconclusive results and all of these studies
involved comparing mean scores of Marriage Encounter and control
groups rather than examining positive and negative effects for
individual couples (Doherty & Walker, 1982).

Taubman (1981) examined

the effects of the technique of the dialogue, as taught in a }farriage
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Encounter weekend, upon self-disclosure, communication, satisfaction,
and awareness.

She found that there was a significant increase in

each of these variables from immediate posttest to six week follow-up
in the treatment group that practiced the dialogue technique at home
after the weekend, compared with a non-dialoguing treatment group.
Costa (1981) investigated the effects of a Harriage Encounter program
on marital communication, dyadic adjustment, and the quality of the
interpersonal relationship.

She reports significantly higher scores

for all variables for the experimental group over the control group on
both post test and a two month follow-up.

Similarly, Dempsey (1979)

found that weekend Harriage Encounter was a significant variable for
the treatment group when compared wih a control group on marital
adjustment, marital communication, and self-disclosure.
was maintained through a six week follow-up period.

This increase

Neuhaus (1976)

studied the effects of a Harriage Encounter experience on the
interpersonal interactions of couples; on all ten dimensions of the
Hodified Barrett-Lennard Inventory, means significantly increased
after the Encounter experience and had not signficantly decreased a
month later.
On the other hand, when Hawley (1980) undertook to determine
the effectiveness of a Harriage Encounter weekend experience in
changing self-perception, in increasing agreement between husband and
wife in the perception of each partner, and in increasing marital
adjustment, the results indicated that the experimental group,
relative to the control group, made no significant changes or
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improvements in the directions hypothesized.

Huber (cited in Hof &

Miller, 1981) assessed the outcome of a Marriage Encounter experience
using the Caring Relationship Inventory and reported that only the
male participants showed significant positive change; female scores
did not change.

Doherty and

l~alker

(1982) are concerned that such

group comparisons as related in the above studies mask deterioration
in relationships, since strongly positive responses to the weekend
tend to cancel out strongly negative responses.
One published outcome study (Milholland & Avery, 1982)
undertook a systematic evaluation of the short-term and longer term
effectiveness of Marriage Encounter in increasing self-reported
indices of couple self-disclosure, trust, and ma=ital satisfaction.
Results indicated that compared with a control group the experimental
group significantly increased their level of trust and marital
satisfaction; these gains were maintained over a five week follow-uV
period.

A hypothesis that experimental couples, relative to the

control group couples, would increase in self-disclosure was not
supported.
Another outcome study was conducted to determine how couples
felt about their

~[arriage

Encounter experience an average of four

years later (Lester & Doherty, 1983).
couples reported that

~[arriage

effect on their marriage.

A great majority of the

Encounter had an entirely positive

However, almost one in ten couples were

classified as negatively affected by the program, based on three or
more reported problems associated with participation in the Encounter
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program.

They concluded, "although it may be argued that any

enrichment program is subject to criticism by its participants, it
must be emphasized that none of the reported negative effects could
be considered trivial.

Each points to a serious relationship issue

rather than to programmatic issues" (p. 187).
Harriage Encounter has been subjected to three conceptual
critiques in the professional literature.

Doherty et al, (1978)

suggested a number of potentially harmful outcomes of Harriage
Encounter weelcends: 1) exaggerated emphasis on marital unity leading
eventually to disillusionment and conflict; 2) resentment toward the
partner who does not stay with the daily dialogue technique; and 3) a
divisive influence on the couples relationship with their children.
The authors acknowledge that they had no empirical data to support
these warnings.
DeYoung (1979) criticized Harriage Encounter for false
advertising in concealing the major religious thrust of the weekend,
for being male centered, and for failing to discuss the occupational
and social facts of married life.

In rebuttal, Stedman (1982) says

that both DeYoung and Doherty et al. do not seem to understand the
weekend's theological underpinnings and the result is a criticism of
the theological aspects from a
psychological--humanistic--naturalistic perspective.

He cites Jesuit

theologian Jarad lVicks to explain that couples "do not merely
exchange rights and duties, but rather confer themselves in a total
way,

Each takes on a new identity for the other , •• As the Lord
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selected Israel from the other nations to live in a covenant
relation, so also spouses select each other forsaking and excluding
all others for the rest of their lives" (p. 128).
After studying casualties of Marriage Encounter weekends,
Doherty and Halker (1982) conclude that the most troublesome feature
of a Harriage Encounter weekend is its intensity: "the program is
designed to create rapid change in a marriage by inducing open
communication on sensitive marital issues and by dramatically
altering a couple's expectations for marriage" (p. 24).
recommend suggestions for preventing casualties.

They further

These include: 1)

making a more systematic effort to screen out distressed couples; 2)
team leaders encouraging couples to seek help if they become
distressed on the weekend; 3) at least one of the team leaders to
have training in crisis intervention with couples; 4) alerting
couples to the possibility of a post-weekend crash; and 5) having a
referral mechanism for couples who need marital therapy after their
weekend.
Doherty et al.'s (1978) critical appraisal summarizes the
~!arriage

Encounter program with a largely negative commentary which

is in part an echo of Bosco (1972).

First, they suggest that the

program applies strong pressure on participants to accept the
Harriage Encounter ideology of marriage which denigrates
individuality and attempts to present the single definitive goal of
having divine sanction for all married couples.

Secondly, the

program attempts to coerce couples to make life-altering decisions
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and to adopt new techniques of communication.

Third, the atmosphere

of the weekend is authoritarian and restrictive, with no
encouragement of independent judgment or feedback on the

p~rt

of

participants.
Couples Communication Program
CCP (formerly the

~finnesota

Couples Communication Program,

HCCP) is the most widely and probably most thoroughly researched
program in communication training and is also one of the oldest
existing communication training programs (L'Abate, 1981).
is on skills, that is, on process rather than content.

The focus

It is an

educational program in which partners practice using effective
communication skills in dialogue around meaningful issues; each
participant learns with his/her partner within the context of the
system for which the learning is intended--the couple.

They also

receive immediate feedback from other participants on skills
demonstrated and skills missing from their dialogue.

In addition to

skill practice in the group session, structure is provided for
transfer of learning to situations outside the group.

Thus the focus

is on the dyad rather than on the individual or on relationships
among nonpartners in the group (Nunnally, Hiller, & Wackman, 1975).
The immediate objectives of the CCP program are to equip
partners with 1) tools for heightening self-awareness,
other-awareness and interactional awareness, and 2) communication
skills for creating more effective and mutually satisfying
interaction patterns.

The longer-run objectives are to increase the
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flexibility of the dyadic system in dealing with change and to
enhance the autonomous functioning of the partners. (Nunnally, et

al., 1975).
Work on the program was initiated in 1968 by a small group of
researchers, theorists, and therapists in a family study center.

The

project group was influenced by family development theorists and
modern systems and communication theory.

The format that evolved and

has been used over the years is one where groups are composed of five
to seven couples who meet with one or two certified CCP instructors
for twelve hours, usually in three-hour sessions meeting weekly for
four weeks.

A Couple Workbook and the textbook Alive and Aware

(Hiller, Nunnally, and Wackman, 1975) are used.

The program is not

aimed at solving specific relationship problems. Rather it is
centered on teaching skills for dealing more effectively with
developmental issues in relationships.

In the first session there is

a definition of the awareness wheel, which becomes the focus for
couples to learn six skills for verbally expressing their awareness:
a) speaking for self; b) making sense statements; c) making
interpretative statements; d) making feeling statements; e) making
intentional statements; and f) making action statements.

The focus

shifts in the second session to learning how to exchange important
communication accurately.

In session three couples are taught the

major styles of the Hill Interaction Hatrix, which consists of
incongruous ways of communicating and learning more efficient ways to
communicate.

The final session is a rehearsal of techniques learned
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in previous sessions (Hiller et al. 1975).
CCP has been extremely fertile in producing a variety of
evaluative studies.

In these, sample size is small; the modal size

for most studies ranges between 15 and 20 couples (L'Abate, 1981).
Samples are usually drawn from university populations, so most of the
couples are middle-class, well educated, and white;
least three decades (l.Jampler, 1982).

ages span at

Although there would appear to

be about twenty studies of CCP, many are similar.

Seven have been

selected to be reviewed here.
Larsen (1974) found that persons who scored high on a
communications pretest did not significantly change their scores on
posttest; however those who scored low on the pretest scored over
twenty points higher on the posttest.

For these couples, there was a

tendency to work toward a companion type marriage.

He also notes

that a similar perception of ideal-self and ideal-mate appears to be
an important part of marital adjustment.

Wampler (1982) rates

Larsen's design quality as fair, based on criteria developed by
Gurman and Kniskern (1977).
Beaver (1978), in a research study also rated as having only
a fair design (Hampler, 1982), administered the CCP to three
experimental groups; husbands and wives together,
only wives.

o~ly

husbands, and

Using the criteria of communication and marital

adjustment, he found that the difference in the pre and post tests
did not reach acceptable levels of significance.
Studies by Schwartz (1980) and Joanning (1982) both found
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that gains in communication skills were not maintained over longer
follow-up, four and six months respectively, than used in the
majority of studies which had no follow-up or less than two months.
Schwartz, in a design rated as very good, found a small but
significant correlation between self-esteem and communication style
at pre-test but this correlation was much smaller at both one week
posttest and six month follow-up, after the communication style had
been manipulated.

He indicated that the CCP training had a strong

positive effect on communication style immediately following the
program but that this effect is quite diminished after six months.
He also noted that self-esteem did not seem to be significantly
altered by CCP training.

Joanning, whose study was also rated as

very good (Hampler, 1982), incorporated suggestions made earlier by
Gurman and Kniskern (1977) for improvement in research of marriage
enrichment.

He fou.,d that trained couples improved on all of his

three measures of change at immediate posttest, but by six-month
follow-up the couples had returned to pretest levels of marital
adjustment.

However they did maintain posttest levels of

communication skills and self-perceived communication quality.

He

recommended that the CCP needs further development to insure
maintenance of skill use and relationship satisfaction over time.
Schaffer (1980), in a study of 18 couples assigned to either
a treatment group, attention placebo group, or no treatment control
group, found that while CCP participants did report better marital
communication than did the attention placebo group, this difference
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was not found to be statistically significant at six-month follow-up.
Dillard (1981) examined the experiential component of CCP in an
attempt to determine whether it is a necessary and effective change
producing element.

Her evidence indicates that enrichment through

the CCP has no effect on participants as assessed by self-report
dependent measures.

She suggests that future assessments of marriage

enrichment should control for the effects of conventionalization as a
possible contaminant of self-report measures.
The primary purpose of

l~ampler

and Sprenkle's (1980) study

was to incorporate several of Gurman and Kniskern's (1977)
suggestions into an evaluation of the CCP.

They found that couples

clearly increase their use of open style communication immediately
after the program compared with couples in a control and attention
placebo group.

They provide evidence that the

increa~e

in

communication skills was not due to the attention paid to the
couple's relationship, nor to a general discussion of commllnication
skills, but rather to the teaching and practice of specific skills in
CCP.

However, the increase in open style communication did not

persist at six-month follow-up.

They suggest that couples are not

able to incorporate new skills into their repertoire to the extent
necessary, nor are they able to continue the use of these new skills
without the reinforcement of the program itself.
In reviewing overall evidence from research, l{ampler (1982)
concludes that CCP is an effective program in teaching communiction
skills to couples.

The evidence is particularly strong when
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behavioral measures of couple interaction were used.
effects of CCP were found in any study.

No negative

As with most skill learning,

couples indicate less use of the skills after the immediate impact of
the program is past; however, some effects of CCP on communication
skills persist as long as six months after the program.
self-report measures is less consistent.

Evidence of

When only the best-designed

and well-executed studies are considered (Schwartz, 1980; Wampler &
Sprenkle, 1980; Joanning, 1982), CCP appears to have a positive impact
on both communication quality and relationship quality which persists
after the 1mmediate impact of the program has faded.

This conclusion

must be qualified, however, in that several studies found no positive
effects in these areas, or positive effects with some measures but not
It.Lth others.

In the only other areas receiving much research

attention, self-esteem and self-disclosure, CCP appears to have no
positive effect.

Conjugal Relationship Enhancement (CRE)
Guerney (1977) developed a marital format for his
mUlti-purpose relationship modification programs, with at least three
couples per group, in which two co-leaders aid spouses in replacing
vicious communication cycles with more direct and open cycles.
Relationship enhancement draws from Rogers' approach (Rogers, 1951) in
terms of unconditional acceptance and respect for feelings of others,
as well as from social learning theory, especially in terms
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of modeling and power (L'Abate, 1981).
The rationale and therapeutic philosophy underlying the

eRE

program states that husband and wife can be trained to utilize
client-centered skills of communication within their own relationship
(Rappaport, 1976).

The process involves separating the communicating

process into distinct components or "modes".

Participants are

systematically taught each mode; a) to express feelings and thoughts
clearly; b) to emphasize and accept the expressions of another; c) to
facilitate and criticize their own communication skills from moment
to moment; and d) to discuss the constructive resolution of
conflicts.
The format varies according to the

facili~ator.

One program

entailed eight to ten two-hour training sessions along with practice
and readings at home (Ely, Guerney, & Stover, 1973).

Another program

reported by Rappaport (1976) consists of two four-hour and two
eight-hour sessions over a two month period.

Collins (1976) reports

on a program which appears to be open-ended, with weekly sessions of
undetermined length.

L'Abate (1981) claims that CRE programs are

generally 24 hours in length, although in various formats.
A great deal of research has been done by Guerney and his
students to establish an empirical basis for this mode of
intervention.

Ely et al, (1973) compared twelve experimental group

couples with 21 control group couples in an eight session, two hours
per week format.

Statistically significant improvement in favor of

the experimental group was reported in the areas of feeling

7S
expression and responsiveness, communication skills, and acceptance
and trust.

Rappaport, in an own-control design, determined that a

revised, more intensive format for the CRE program could effectively
tmprove marital relationship; he found significant change on eight
criteria of relationship enhancement.

Collins (1977), in a Conjugal

Relationship Modification study of eight two-hour sessions, used two
measures of communication skill and two of overall marital
adjustment.
criterion.

He found significant change on one measure of each
In an exploration of the relationship between a) initial

self-concept and psychological adjustment and b) degree of
tmprovement between marital adjustment and marital communication,
Gruber (1973) administered the CRE program.
establish a significant relationship.

His results failed to

Jessee (1978) compared the

Gestalt Relationship Awareness Facilitation and Conjugal Relationship
Enhancement program.

Both treatments produced significant

pre-to-post treatment gains on all of the dependent variables,
although participants in CRE treatment showed greater tmprovement on
all of the dependent variables than did participants in the Gestalt
program.
The Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment (ACME)
ACME is both a comprehensive national organization for
married couples and the name associated with a particular type of
marriage enrichment group.

As a national organization which was

established in 1974, ACME invites its member couples to support four
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objectives: 1) to work for the enrichment of their own marriages; 2)
to unite with other couples for mutual support by planning programs
together for marriage enrichment; 3) to initiate and support more
adequate community services designed to help marriages; and 4) to
improve the public image of marriage as a relationship (L'Abate,
1981).

ACHE recognizes all patterns of group interaction that

demonstrably produce marriage enrichment.

They have identified three

models, graduated in terms of the depth of group interaction which
takes place.

First is the marriage encounter pattern, in which no

group interaction as such normally occurs.

The second model is

loosely referred to as a marriage communication lab.

Normally this

is a structured program which offers preplanned content.

Extensive

use is made of exercises which facilitate dynamic interaction both at
intracouple and intercouple levels.

The third model is unstructured

(Hace, 1975) and has come to be associated with David and Vera Hace
and labelled the ACHE program.
ACHE as a couple enrichment program involves a minimwn of
structure and no preplanning.

The program is allowed to take shape

around the expressed needs of the particular group or couple, the
understanding being that there shall be no exchange of opinions, but
only a sharing of experiences and an attempt by the group to
understand and interpret them.

Experiences are not reported directly

to the group, but communicated as the marriage partners dialogue
directly with each other (Hace, 1975).

The preferred setting is a

weekend retreat and there is a strong argument for the intensive
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format compared with a weekly meeting (Hace & Hace, 1974).
The Haces claim "there is abundant evidence of the
effectiveness of all three models" (Hace, 1975, p.39) yet there is no
research of outcome studies of the ACME model.

Swicegood (1975)

reports on a weekend retreat which was sponsored by the national ACHE
for newly married couples as a supplement to premarital pastoral
counseling.

There was significant change on marital integration,

communication, and perception of the relationship, but some changes
were not maintained at follow-up (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977).

Two

studies report on outcomes of marriage enrichment programs which used
the Hace's self help book CHace

&

Mace, 1977).

In one of these,

Confer (1979) detern1ined the effects of a four week training group
with an instructor in Couple Communication followed by the six weel<
self-help study.

Only ten percent (one couple) in the experimental

group completed the total marital enrichment program during the time
frame set aside for the experimental phase of the study.

No

significant difference was found between experimental and control
groups on most measures; a significant difference was found between
distribution of ranks on the Relationship Change Scale.

In the

second study, Peters (1981) tried to determine if couples who
participated in the workbook (Hace & Mace, 1977) approach would
differ from those in a control group, and if differences were
significant, would the experimental groups maintain their higher
scores?

He reports two findings:

1) there was a significant

difference between group differences in the effectiveness of marital
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communication as reflected in the discrepancy between husbands' and
wives' perceptions of their communication, with the experimental
group having significantly fewer discrepancies, and 2) there was a
significant change in the quality of the marriage relationship
between control and

ex~erimental

groups.

Analysis of long range

effects suggest that experimental couples maintain their degree of
agreement about the effectiveness of their communication and the
positive change in the quality of their relationship.
The Pairing Enrichment Program (PEP)
The Pairing Enrichment Program has two equally important
objectives.

One objective encourages the establishment of authentic

open lines of communication between couples and the other encourages
improving and sustaining an effective meaningful sexual intimacy
(Travis and Travis, 1975b).

The program is an eclectic approach to

marital health and draws from many sources including the authors' own
experiences in marital and sexual research.
PEP consists of five sessions in two possible formats.

Each

format is organized into discrete escalating steps toward effective
communication.

One is a weekend session where each three hour

session is separated by a three hour period in which each couple can
privately follow the suggested intimate encounter exercises in their
motel room.

At the end of the weekend each couple is given a manual

containing suggestions for enrichment at home which are to be
followed for the next three weeks.

The other is a three week format

where couples meet for six three-hour sessions.

The intimate
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exercises are carried out at home.

Although the sessions are held in

a group setting, each couple is separated by space in the room so
that the communication is shared only by the couple.
The authors of the PEP program are also its only researchers.
In one pilot study which did not include a control group, significant
gains were made on the Personal Orientation Inventory.

This measure

purports to establish the degree of self-actualization, which is seen
by many as being the goal of a growth experience (Travis & Travis,
1975a).

These gains were maintained over a three month period for

both spouses on subs cales of inner-directedness, spontaneity,
self-acceptance, and capacity for intimate contact.

Wives evidenced

the greatest gains on self-actualizing values and existentiality
while husbands made the greatest gain on feeling reactivity.

The

researchers also note that their data to date indicates a definite
trend toward greater self- and partner-understanding, interpersonal
intimacy and appreciation following the PEP experience.
A later study (Travis & Travis, 1976a) also attempted to
evaluate the effectiveness of PEP in enhancing self-actualization
through the administration of The Personal Orientation Inventory
(POI) as a pre and post test.

This time there was no follow-up

testing but there was a control group.

The Inean change from

pre-to-post testing for the experimental group was significantly
greater than for the control group on two of the POI scales which are
associated with increased self-actualization.
A further exploratory investigation of changes in the caring
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relationship, as measured by the Caring Relationship Inventory, had
no control group and no follow-up testing (Travis & Travis, 1976b).
The researchers found significant elevations in five scales:
friendship, empathy, self-love, affection, and eros.

All of the

average scale scores fell below the 50th percentile before the
administration of the three week PEP and were elevated above this
level following the marriage enrichment experience.
Hari tal Enrichment Program (HEP)
Adam and Gingras (1982) set out to establish a marriage
enrichment program built upon the view that marital difficulties and
conflicts derive from a gap between the individual's needs and
expectations, on the one hand,

~~d

the failure of the marital

relationship to meet each partner's desires and needs, on the other.
In their search for a conceptual frame of reference, three models
stood out: the psychoanalytical model, the systemic model, and the
behavioral model.

Although these models differ in important ways,

they found that Sager (1976) had synthesized them into a more
elaborate theoretical model and a therapeutic approach.

In Sager's

model, each partner brings to the relationship an individual
contract, based on his or her needs and expectations.

In order to

meet the terms of these two contracts, the spouses elaborate together
certain modes of interaction which aim at preserving the system as
well as reaching its goals.

lihen this model was translated into

therapeutic goals, the main objectives of a marital enrichment
program became: 1) awareness of one's individual contract; 2)
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communication of one's individual contract to one's partner and
vice-versa; 3) awareness of the interactional contract; and 4)
negotiation of the interactional contract in order to further meet
the terms of the two individual contracts.

The program which Adam

and Gingras subsequently devised was entitled the Marital Enrichment
Program.
The program consisted of eight weekly sessions offered to
groups of four or five couples.
two and a half hours.

Each session lasted approximately

The sessions consisted of didactic

presentations, individual, couple and group experiences, and group
discussions.

Home assignments were a part of most sessions.

The

first four sessions focused on awareness and communication skills
while the last four sessions were aimed at negotiation and
problem-solving abilities.
Adam and Gingras' (1982) research of the marital enrichment
program demonstrated that it was effective in improving
marital-communication and problem-solving skills as well as global
couple satisfaction.

Of the two major components of the program,

communication and negotiation, only the latter succeeded in meeting
its specific goals.

The authors make a conjecture that negotiation

may be sufficient by itself to promote a healthier marital
functioning.

For most of the criterion variables that yielded

positive outcome results, the experimental couples maintained their
mean score gains for a period of two months following completion of
the program; these gains were also maintained at a one year follow-up
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assessment.

Within Sager's theoretical framework, the persisting

effects of the program were explained by the facts that, after
treatment, the couples functioned as a more dynamic and open system
and that the ever-continuing process of renegotiation of the
interactional contract started during the program was pursued after
the end of sessions.
The Systems Marriage Enrichment Program
Until 1982, none of the existing marriage enrichment programs
had been developed based on the systems theoretical framework.

Three

core concepts from systems theory formed the basis for the Systems
Marriage Enrichment Program.

The first is the concept of circular

causality; the second assumption is that the communication and
interaction patterns presented by a couple system have been organized
into a predictable pattern; and the third assumption is that a
marital system has both a morphogenic tendency and a morphostatic
tendency.

Although the Systems Marriage Enrichment Program shares

the assumptions and concepts of relationship enrichment with other
semi-structured programs, the critical difference marking the
uniqueness of this program is the conceptual clarity and experience
of the group leaders in systems thinking (Elliott & Saunders, 1982).
The Systems Marriage Enrichment Program has five phases.
first and second are orientation and defining the goals.

The

The third

phase is labelled "Raising Intensity in the System" and is the point
at which the difference from other programs becomes markedly clear.
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The goals of this phase are to provide each couple with an experience
which actively clarifies the circular, reciprocal nature of their
marital interaction; to provide each couple with several experiences
of observing various marital relationships in process; to bring out
the strengths and areas for improvement for each couple; and to raise
the emotional intensity within each marital system in order to
promote positive adaptive change (Elliott & Saunders, 1982).

The

fourth phase focuses on problem-solving with the goals of formalizing
and maintaining the systemic changes developed in Phase 3, enhancing
the communications and problem-solving skills of the participant
couples, and promoting the generalization of problem-solving
principles.

The fifth phase deals with closure.

Elliott and

Saunders have presented a detailed outline of the Systems Harriage
Enrichment Program with the hope that it will generate carefully
planned, comparative studies.
One marriage enrichment program discussed in Chapter One,
Fair Fight Training (Bach & Wyden, 1969), has not been reviewed here.
Except for an initial response to the program when it was first
published, there appears to have been no literature about it since
1974.
In conclusion, the marital skill-training programs which have
corne to be known as marriage enrichment grew out of the very positive
desire to improve marriages.

The programs presented here provide a

broad range of approaches which have attracted public attention as
well as linked themselves to evaluation (L'Abate, 1981).

Their

84

limits are being tested and the processes of refinement and
standardization are underway.

The major promise for marriage

enrichment is that it is first and foremost a preventive
intervention.
S~aIT

The literature was reviewed in two parts.

The first part

focused on communication, the quality of which has been identified as
the element most closely related to marital success or distress.
After communication was defined as a process of exchanging
information, it was discussed in terms of its primary function within
marriage.

It can be used either to facilitate the satisfaction found

in a relationship or to increase the dysfunction of a relationship.
Next, four approaches to teaching communication skills to couples
were examined.
Rogerian.

These were Behavioral, Systems, Adlerian, and

The conclusion drawn is that the teaching approaches are

far more similar than they are different.

The second part of the

chapter is a description of seven marriage enrichment programs which
have factors in common with Couples Growing Together.

Although all

programs have a different focus, their prevalent theme is the
enhancement of communication skills within a committed, intimate
relationship.

CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES
This chapter describes the methods and procedures which were
used to establish reliability and validity of the Short Course
"Couples Growing Together" and the Long Course "Couples Growing
Together" couple enrichment programs and to test these hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1.

There will be a significant improvement in

communication for couples who complete the Short Course "Couples
Growing Together" program and the wait list control group
couples.
Hypothesis 2.

There will be a significantly greater improvement in

communication for couples who complete the Long Course "Couples
Growing Together" program compared with couples Hho complete the
Short Course "Couples Growing Together" program.
Hypothesis 3.

There will be a significantly greater improvement in

communication for couples who complete the Long Course "Couples
Growing Together" program compared with wait list control group
couples.
Hypothesis 4.

There will be a significant improvement in perceived

(reported) relationship satisfaction for couples who complete the
Short Course "Couples Growing Together" program compared with
wait list control group couples.
Hypothesis 5.

There will be a significantly greater improvement in

perceived (reported) relationship satisfaction for couples who

8.5
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complete the Long Course "Couples Growing Together" program
compared with couples who complete the Short Course "Couples
Growing Together" program.
Hypothesis 6.

There will be a significantly greater perceived

(reported) improvement in relationship satisfaction for couples
lvho complete the Long Course "Couples Growing Together" program
compared with wait list control group couples.
Since the above are directional hypotheses a one-tailed test
(at .05 level) was used to test each hypothesis.
The specific procedures include a description of: the program
objectives, the sample, the subject selection, pretest and posttest
assessment, the dependent variables and instruments used, treatment
procedures (including an outline of the content of both the Long and
Short Courses of the "Couples Growing Together" program), limitations
of the study, and the analysis of data.
Program Objectives
Learning experiences were designed for both the Long Course and
Short Course "Couples Growing Together" program to accentuate the
following competencies:
1. Ability to acknowledge appreciation for current dynamics one's
partner values in the relationship.
2. Ability to listen to these appreciations without feeling one
has to accept, reject, or otherwise evaluate the message.
3. Ability to recognize that oppressive features can exist in a
traditional relationship and, on the other hand, recognize how an
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egalitarian relationship can generate energy.
4. Ability to identify one's feelings, state those feelings, and
then elaborate on the content surrounding them.
5. Ability to listen to a statement of one's spouse's feelings,

then to acknowledge that feeling and its content without evaluating it,
being responsible for it, or developing a solution to the problem it
may create.
6. Ability to articulate the strengths one perceives in one's

spouse and acknowledge one's own strengths.
7. Ability to acknowledge and verbalize what one wants in the

relationship, accept one's spouse's wants, and work together on
beginning to identify and meet mutual wants.
8. Ability to discuss current communication weaknesses and

strengths with one another.
9. Ability to substitute a written medium for a spoken one to

enhance problem solving, when appropriate.
10. Ability to identify problem ownership, then work together to

solve that problem, where one spouse takes a supportive, caring stance
and the other searches for conflict resolution.
1~.

Ability to accept that spouses can articulate their autonomy

and lliliqueness in such a way as to create syuergy rather than destroy
it.
12. Ability to work together toward a common goal on a short term
project.
In addition, the Long Course "Couples Growing Together" program
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included:
13. Understanding of one's own and one's spouse's family
constellation; this knowledge can lead to greater acceptance of both
strengths and weaknesses.
14. Learning a method of conferring with each other which increases
listening and verbalizing ability.
15. Increasing the ability to openly discuss the sexual
relationship, and to identify and express areas of strength in sexual
expression as well as areas of desired growth and development.
16. Setting both short and long range goals for achieving mutually
desired objectives in the relationship.
Population
Nembers of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints were
selected as subjects after a spokesperson suggested that they would
probably be open to volunteering for a couple enrichment study.
Normons have a special concern about the sacredness of marriage.

""':eir

president, Dr. Spencer Kimball, in a 1976 address warned youth "against
the many hazards of interfaith marriage" and to "avoid the sorrows and
disillusionments which come from marrying out of the Church and the
unhappy situations which almost invariably result when a believer
marries an unbelieving spouse."

Kimball further states:

Honorable, happy, and successful marriage is the principal
goal of every normal person. One who would purposely or
neglectfully void its serious implications is not only not normal
but is frustrating his own program. There are a few people who
marry for spite or marry for wealth or marry on the rebound after
having been jilted. How distorted is the thinking of such a one!
(p. 2)
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However, divorce is not uncommon in the L.D.S. church.

In 1976

there were 364 temple marriages and about ten percent of these were
dissolved by divorce.

Kimball comments about these figures, "This is

substantially better than the average, but we are chagrined that there
should be any divorce following a temple marriage" (p. 3).
A temple marriage is one in which a spouse selects as a mate
one who reaches as nearly as possible the pinnacle of perfection in all
the matters which are of importance to the individual (Kimball, 1976).
The participating parties become husband and wife in this mortal life,
and if after their marriage they keep all the terms and conditions of
this order of the priesthood, they continue on as husband and wife in
the celestial kingdom of God (NcConkie, 1966).

Also called celestial

marriage, temple marriage is the gate to an exaltation in the highest
heaven within the celestial world.
Kimball makes many suggestions for the improvement of marriage
which pave the way for acceptance of couple enrichment as one route to
combat the growing number of divorces.

Among these are:

" ••• the

continued courting after the marriage process are equally important,
but not more important than the marriage itself, the success of which
depends upon the two individuals -- not upon one, but upon two", •••
"expression of affection, kindness, and consideration to keep love
alive and growing" (p. 5); and finally, an admonition to do something
about the observation that "Nany people there are who have permitted
their marriages to grow stale and weak and cheap ••• who have fallen from
the throne of adoration and worship and are in the low state of mere
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joint occupancy of the home" (p. 7).
Subjects
The President of the Tucson Arizona East Stake of The Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints asked eight of his Ward Bishops to
support the validation study of this program.

They agreed to

distribute letters (Appendix A) through their Relief Society (women's
groups) Presidents and Quorum Priesthood (men's groups) Leaders
inviting members of the L.D.S. Church to participate in "Couples
Growing Together".

(The dates and groups as given on this letter were

later changed as it became apparent that recruiting 36 couples was an
impractical task.)

Registration forms were returned to the respective

Presidents or Leaders, who gave them to their Ward Executive Secretary;
the forms were then gathered up and returned by the Stake Executive
Secretary.

Hence the project had the approval, support, and

involvement of much of the Stake leadership.
It was planned that couples who met the criteria for this study
were those who: 1) had been married for a minimum of three years (and
so had developed some stability in their relationship, Sharpley &
Cross, 1982); 2) did not consider that they had major problems in their
relationship (as such couples take up a disproportionate amount of time
within the group, Hawes, 1982); 3) had not been involved in a couple
enrichment program since September, 1982 (so that a previous similar
growth experience would be well in the past and would not contaminate
the data); and 4) were not currently involved in marriage counseling
(Davis, et.al. 1982) (so that increases in marital relationship
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satisfaction and/or use of communication skills would more likely be
the result of the current program and not of other influences, Wampler,
1982).

All couples were contacted by telephone at least three weeks
before their first session.

An attempt was made to randomly assign

couples to either a treatment group or a wait list control group by
using a Table of Random Numbers.

However, because of the couples'

previous time and work commitments, random assignment was not possible.
Every couple but one was assigned to a group according to their
availability.

The one couple who indicated they could attend any group

was assigned to the Wednesday, Long Course, because that was the
smallest group.

Equivalency of groups will be discussed in Chapter

four.
Group A.

Long Course CGT. This

w~s

an eight week program,

7:30 - 9:30 p.m. commencing Tuesday, September 13 or Wednesday,
September 14.

There were originally three couples on Tuesday, four

couples on Wednesday, and one couple who, because of the husband's
varying shift work, alternated between Tuesday and Wednesday.

Because

of other couples' family demands, several couples occasionally turned
up on the alternate night.

An observ·ation made in the Leader's Log was

that the couples were all very social, knew each other somewhat from
church activities, and the fact that they switched nights appeared to
contribute to the friendliness of the atmosphere.

After the second

session, one couple dropped out of the Wednesday group which left seven
couples in the Long Course.

There was a fifteen week posttest
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assessment in February, 1984.

The testing period was followed by a

brief enrichment session to make attending this later participation
worthwhile for the couples.
Group B.

Wait List Control Group.

Ten couples met for pre

assessment for one hour on Thursday, September 22; six other couples
could not attend and were tested at other times and locations during
that week. Fifteen couples were given a two month posttest assessment
on either November 12 or 19, depending on their personal schedules.
Posttesting was followed by the Short Course CGT on that same day for
thirteen couples.

This then made Group B a treatment group; all

couples received a fifteen week follow-up posttesting.
The use of a wait list control group complies with Powell and
l~ampler's

mandate that couples for control groups in marriage

enrichment studies must be selected from those couples who make a firm
commitment to participate in the enrichment program (1982).
All couples received a letter (Appendix B) from the author in
early September welcoming them to the program and providing a written
confirmation of all arrangements made to date by telephone.

Two weeks

before the fifteen week posttest, all couples were contacted by
telephone to remind them of the assessment session and to encourage
their continued participation.
Demographic Data.

General information (Appendix C) was

gathered at the initial session.
to the leaders;
assessment.

Individual identities were not known

date of marriage was used for matching pre to post

Other demographic information was garnered for the purpose
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of data analysis.
Participants ranged in age from 23 to 58, with a mean age of
36.

Their length of marriage varied from two to 35 years and the mean

length of marriage was 13.25 years.

The couple who had been married

for two years violated the basic criteria of a minimum of three years
married.

They did not take part in treatment.

couple who had been married previously;
divorced.

They were also the only

both partners had been

Not surprisingly, 93.8% of respondents had temple marriages.

All but one couple had children.

In both Group A and Group B

the average number of children was four with a mean age of 12.7.
Wives were more likely to initiate registering in a marriage
enrichment course;

70.8% of wives stated they had suggested taking the

course, compared with 8.3% of the husbands.
respondents the decision was mutual.

For 20.8% of the

When asked how the other spouse

reacted to the suggestion to take the course, a majority of 58.3%
indicated the reaction was positive, 29.2% indicated the reaction was
neutral, and 12.5% indicated that it was negative.
The respondents were asked, "On a scale of 1 (low) to 10 (high)
to what extent would you rate your marriage as being traditional?"
Unfortunately, "traditional" was not further defined.
response was 7.43

~~d

The mean

the bi-modal distribution peaked at 8

~ld

9.

However, one respondent each gave a rating of 2 and 3 and five
respondents rated the traditional aspect as 10.
The annual family income was broken down into three ranges.
the under

$15,000 range there were 12.5% of respondents; in the

In

94
$15,000 to $30,000 range there were 62.5% of respondents; and in the
over $30,000 range there were 25% of respondents.
The years of education had a bimodal distribution which peaked
at 12 and 16 years.

One person who had 5 years lowered the mean, which

was 14.23.
Several people reported having had a marriage enrichment
experience in the past.

The nature of the experience varied from

having attended a brief lecture to taking a marriage course in college.
None of these experiences had occurred in the previous twelve months.
79.2% of the respondents indicated that they did not have a
major problem in their marriage.

One couple, contrary to the criterion

for registration, reported that they were currently in marriage
counseling.
The respondents were all told that one goal of the Couples
Growing Together program was to create an egalitarian relationship.

On

a scale of 1 (low) to 10 (high), the response varied from 5 to 10 in
agreement, with a mean of 8.65.

The majority, 52.1%, fully agreed with

this goal by giving a rating of 10.
Group Leaders.

In a marital therapy setting, co therapy is

defined as the use of two therapists of the opposite sex and of equal
status in the psychotherapeutic settL,g.

The rationala for using a

co therapy team is to utilize the qualities found in the cotherapists'
relationship with each other to help couples with varying degrees of
marital dysfunction (Spitz & Spitz, 1980).

Although "Couples Growing

Together" does not address itself to couples with major problems, a
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similar rationale applies to leaders of couple enrichment.

The author

and her husband were co-leaders of all programs in this study.
have had extensive experience in leading CGT programs;

Both

as well, the

author has been a counseling psychologist in private practice and her
husband has both administrative and family and marriage counseling
experience.

The author's role was to do most of the explanation of

exercises and teaching of concepts.

Her co-leader was her partner for

the role playing demonstrations, helped clarify concepts, contributed
levity to the atmosphere, and observed group interactions and couple
intra-actions during the short didactic sections.

Both took equal

roles in observing couples, in coaching them when they needed help with
the exercises, and in attempting to model the egalitarian concepts
being taught.

The leaders also administered the assessment instruments

and kept a leaders' log.
Setting.

The setting for all programs and assessment was the

meeting rooms at the Palo Verde Seminary at Kolb and 22nd, in Tucson.
Heasurement
Three dependent variables were examined in this study.

They

were as follows: 1) communication skills as process (rather than
content); 2) global relationship satisfaction within marriage which
will be further divided into Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic Satisfaction,
Dyadic Cohesion, and Affectional Expression; and 3) participant's
subjective perception of the contribution CGT makes to their
relationship.
One instrument was used for each dependent variable and four
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instruments were used to evaluate the CGT program:

the Marital

Communication Inventory (Bienvenue, 1970) (Appendix D) was used to
measure communication; the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976)
(Appendix E) was used to measure global satisfaction of the
relationship, plus its four divisions mentioned above; a self-report
Couples Growing Together Questionnaire (Appendix F), a Couples Growing
Together Exercise Evaluation - Marriage (Appendix G) for measuring
perception of the value of exercises to a marriage, and a Couples
Growing Together Exercise Evaluation - Self (Appendix H) was used to
assess participants' perceptions of the contribution CGT makes to their
marriage relationship; the Leaders' Log (Appendix I) recorded the
leaders' subjective observations of each couple and each session.

All

measures are indicators of the validity of CGT.
Marital Communications Inventory (MCl)
The HCl has been described by Bienvenu (1978) as "widely used
in marriage enrichment programs".

It was chosen for this study because

it was developed to measure the process, or inferred meaning, as
opposed to the content, or actual message, of communication as an
element in marital interaction (Murphy and Mendelson, 1970).

The

inventory has received many reviews, generally favorable, with one
exception (Murstein, 1978) but even this critique states "an improved
measure of communication would be a welcome addition to the counseling
armamentorium", implying that compared with other communication
measurement instruments this is the best that exists at this time.
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Hurstein's primary concern is that some data given to claim validity
are actually for a form of reliability (p. 478).

He is also critical

of some items having little to do with communication; " ••• if we think
of communication as a way of sending messages.

The item 'Do the two of

you argue a lot over money?' if answered 'usually' would get a zero
score for communication, but, in fact, the individuals involved may be
accurately communicating their differences about the handling of money"
(p. 478).
Validity.

Shumm et.al. (1981) state that the NCr is not

unidimensional as commonly assumed and that it may be substantially
contaminated by a factor of regard, marital adjustment, or marital
conventionalization.

"The total inventory scale was especially

contaminated with an element of marital conventionalization response
set" (p. 166) yet nowhere do they define what they mean by
"conventionalization".

If they mean Hebster's (1959) definition,

"depending on or conforming to formal or accepted standards or rules
rather than nature" (p. 322) the NCr would readily be applicable to the
particular sample used in this study.

Hansen (1981) examined

conventionalization and found that it related to the fact that people
idealize their marital partners and marriage life in the direction of
social desirability.

He found evidence for the suggestion that "this

interpretation supports the intriguing prospect that
conventionalization is functional for and contributes to marital
adjustment" (p. 856).

The conclusions of Hansen's study indicated that

conventionalization and adjustment each contaminate the measure of the
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other, with conventionalization making a genuine contribution to
adjustment scores.
The Hcr is administered to husbands (Form M) and wives (Form F)
separately.

Forty-six items are presented in a Likert-type (four

choice) format.

Bienvenue (1978) has stated, "The higher the total

score, the higher the level of and more successful the individual is in
marital communication" (p. 4).

He also states that good marital

communication is the exchange of feelings and meanings as husbands and
wives try to understand one another and to see their problems and
differences from both a man's and a woman's point of view.
communication is not limited to words.

Such

rt also occurs through

listening, silences, facial expressions, and gestures.

To determine

the nature of communication differences between couples with good
communication and those with poor communication, a quartile comparison
was made.

The chi-square test was used in an item analysis to

determine those items showing a significant difference (in number of
favorable and unfavorable responses) between the upper and lower
quartiles of the inventory.

In computing the chi-squares the response

of "Usually" and "Sometimes" were combined into one category and the
responses of "Seldom" and "Never"

combined into another thus forming a

2x2 contingency table (Bienvenu, 1970).

Validity for the NCr was

determined in three different settings.

At the .001 level of

confidence with one degree of freedom, 40 out of 48 items in the
inventory were found to be significantly discriminating between the
upper and lower quarti1es.

At the .01 level of confidence with one
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degree of freedom, 45 out of 48 items were differentiated.
score for a group of 344 subjects was 105.78.

The mean

This was compared to a

comparable group of 60 subjects whose mean score was 105.68, thus
suggesting very strong cross validation of the instrument (Bienvenu,
1970).
Further validity support also comes from a study of two
groups of 23 subjects each (Bienvenu, 1978).

One group were

receiving marital counseling through a Family Counseling Agency.

The

other were comparable to the first in terms of age, lengths of
marriage, and education, but exhibited no apparent marital problems.
The Hann Whitney U-test indicated a significantly higher level of
communication in the couples without marital problems than in those
receiving marital help.
Reliability.
Spea~an

Split half correlation coefficient (viz.

Brown) computed on scores of 60 respondents on the

odd-numbered and on the even-numbered statements revealed a
coefficient of .93 after correction.
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale (nAS)
Spanier's original formulation for the DAS was based on
previously used items from other marital adjustment instruments,
especially Locke and Wallace's Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke &
Wallace, 1959; Donohue & Ryder, 1982).

The DAS was designed to assess

the quality of marriage and similar Dyads (Spanier & Thompson, 1982).
Marital quality as a concept has been gaining greater usage among
marriage and family researchers, since it includes the entire range of
variables which have been the traditional dependent variables in
marital research.

In fact, one of the more significant developments in

marital research in the seventies has been the implicit recognition
that the quality of marriage involves multidimensional phenomena
(Spanier & Lewis, 1980).
Lenthall (1977) has made a conceptual distinction between
marital satisfaction and marital stability.

He has conceptualized

marital satisfaction as a function of the comparison between one's
marital expectations and one's marital outcomes; marital stability is,
then, a function of the comparison between one's best available marital
alternatives and one's marital outcome.

Lewis & Spanier (1979) have

arrived at this same distinction and incorporate it into their Social
Exchange typology of marital quality and marital stability.

One

drawback that must be kept in mind is that much research implies an
analysis of marriage when it is, in fact, the individuals who reside in
the marriage who are being studied (Spanier & Lewis, 1980).
The DAS is a 32 item paper and pencil measure for use with
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either married or unmarried cohabiting couples.

It elicits couples

individual perceptions about the degree of happiness in their
relationship (Margolin & Jacobson, 1981).

In addition, through an

exploratory analysis Spanier found a factor pattern that described
dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, and affectional
expression subscales.

The original analysis was based on a combined

sample of married and divorced individuals.

Divorced respondents were

included to facilitate the assessment of criterion-related validity
(Spanier & Thompson, 1982).
Validity.

Items included in the DAS were evaluated by three

judges for content validity and were accepted only if they were
considered 1) relevant measures of dyadic adjustment for contemporary
relationships; 2) consistent with the nominal definition suggested by
Spanier & Cole (1974, cited in Spanier, 1976) for adjustment and its
components; and 3) carefully worded with appropriate fixed choice
responses (Spanier, 1976).
Criterion-related validity was established with a married
sample of 218 persons and a divorced sample of 94 persons; this latter
group had each obtained a divorce decree during the previous twelve
months.

These respondents were asked to answer the relationship

questions on the basis of the last month they spent with their spouses.
For each item the divorced sample differed significantly from the
married sample (p .001) using a t-test for assessing differences
between sample means.

The total scores were also significantly

different at the .001 level (Spanier, 1976).
Construct validity was tested by assessing how the DAS
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correlated with the Locke Wallace (1959) Marital Adjustment Scale which
was, at the time, the most widely used scale to determine marital
satisfaction.

The correlation between these scales was .86 among

married respondents and .88 among divorced respondents (Spanier, 1976).
Construct validity was further established through the factor analysis
of the final 32 item scale.
Reliability.

Reliability was determined for each of the

component scales as well as the total scale.

Using Cronbach's

coeffient alpha, internal consistency for the subs cales ranged from .73
to .93, and the total scale reliability was .96 (Spanier, 1976).
Factor Analysis.

A factor analysis was performed and four

components emerged within the 32 item scale which then became subscale
items.

These are Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic Satisfction, Dyadic

Cohesion, and Affectional Expression; all are conceptually and
empirically related to dyadic adjustment.

Each of the subs cales also

exhibited acceptable levels of internal consistency (Cronbach's
coefficient alpha ranged from .73 to .94, with the lowest emerging on
the four item affectional expression

subscale (Spanier, 1976).

Findings of a reevaluation of the DAS suggest that confidence
in the scale is warranted for subsequent users.

Procedures of

confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis rarely result in factor
structures that are precisely identical to those found in earlier
analyses.

Thus, given the fairly similar results found in the

reevaluation, users can be reasonably sure that the overall scale, and
to a lesser but adequate degree, the subscales, continues to be
appropriate for the evaluation of dyadic adjustment (Spanier &
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Thompson, 1982).
Couples Growing Together Questionnaire (CGTQ)
The CGTQ is a self-report instrument designed to allow
participants as much freedom as possible to comment on what has
transpired in the program and its possible influence on their lives.
Participants were asked to be as complete and honest as possible in
their evaluation.

The open-form questions were chosen because they

provide for greater depth of response (Best, 1981, p. 169).
The value of this method of data gathering is that it gives a
complete and accurate picture of each person's experience and
perception of the workshop.

It allows people to speak in their own

words, and hence, elicits answers to unasked questions.

Unique

experiences which may be all but invisible on multiple choice
questionnaires are here given a chance to be noticed and valued.

The

chanaes of significant data are greater because the criteria for their
significance has not been predetermined and limited (Andes, 1974).
Raush (1969) affirms the legitimacy of reports of personal
experiences:
th~y

" ••• behavior, experiences, thoughts, and so forth, as

occur in actual life situations, are legitimate sources of data"

(p. 134).

This is based on the clinician's assumption that "we are all

pretty much alike" rather than on a postulate attributed ultimately to
Hume that we can know nothing of the mind of another (p. 134).

We can

and do, often, though not always, understand something of one another's

actionB 7 communications, and so on, in the natural process of ordinary
observation.
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Kelley (1977) discusses drawbacks to the information sampled by
a questionnaire based on attribution theory.

He maintains that at

present researchers do not know when to take subject's attributions at
face value and when to discount them.

A central dilemma in studying

close relationships is that, as observers and outsiders, researchers
find inadequate the available information but feel uncomfortable about
turning to the better informed attributors who are the inside
participants.

Yet it seems appropriate to give some weight to their

attributions; at least they should be elicited in order to compare them
with the researchers' own.

"And in view of the sharply different data

available to them and to us (theirs being distributed over times and
situations, and ours over persons and relationships), we should not be
surprised to find discrepancies between our respective attributions"
(p. 103).

The data from both administrations of the questionnaire were
coded according to a scheme that emerged from observations of the
responses obtained.

These responses were coded both quantitatively,

that is, in terms of positive and negative reactions, and
qualitatively, that is, as a description of how couples perceive both
their relationship ru1d the program.

Descriptive statistics were used

to summarize responses.
Couples Growing Together Exercise Evaluation
A second program evaluation form has been compiled by the
author to obtain a measure of participants' perception of the value of
each experiential exercise on two dimensions.

One dimension looks at
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how important the subject thinks each exercise is to the quality of
marriage generally; the other dimension looks at how important the
subject feels each exercise is within his or her relationship.

There

are separate formats for the Long Course CGT program and the Short
Course CGT program.
The data obtained was summarized and used to evaluate the
program. This data was also subjected to the appropriate psychometic
test, Cronbach's alpha, to ascertain the feasibility of using this
instrument with this sample, (alpha coefficient as an estimate of
internal reliability and correlations between all scales to obtain
estimates of convergent/divergent validity).
Leaders' Log
For each session the leaders recorded observations of
significant behavior during the session.

Included in these

observations are seating arrangements of participants; their ways of
relating to each other, the leaders, and group members;

their

responses to particular activities; and their general demeanor,
promptness, and appearance.
Pretest and Posttest Assessment
Pretesting occurred during the first twenty minutes of the
first sessions for each group (Fig. 1).

At this time all participants

completed self-report inventories in this order: 1) The General
Information sheet; 2) The Marriage Communication Inventory (MCI); and
3) The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS).
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A one week posttesting took place after the eighth session for
Group A.

All participants were given a stamped, self-addressed

envelope which contained: 1) The Marriage Communication Inventory; 2)
The Dyadic Adjustment Scale; 3) The Couples Growing Together Exercise
Evaluation for both marriage and self, (CGTEE-marriage or CGTEE-se1f);
and 4) The Couples Growing Together Questionnaire.

They were asked to

complete the measures one week after the course and return them by
mail.

In addition, Group A couples rated the exercises for each

session on the CGTEE-self and the CGTEE-marriage session at the end of
the evening.
The wait list control group, Group B, were divided into two
sections.

One met seven weeks after completion of their pretest and

the other met eight weeks after the pretest.

Each participant

completed 1) The Marriage Communication Inventory and 2) The Dyadic
Adjustment Scale.

They were then given the Short Course CGT and thus

became a treatment group.

Posttesting occurred as for group A with all

couples rating the exercises for each session on the CGTEE-self and the
CGTEE-rJarriage at the end of the day, plus being given the four
measures to complete and return by mail one week later.

Fifteen weeks

after the completion of programs for Groups A and B, these couples
reassembled and again completed, in this order, 1) The Marriage
Communication Inventoryj 2) The Dyadic Adjustment Scale; 3) The Couples
Growing Together Questionnaire; and 4) The Couples Growing Together
Exercise Evaluation for both marriage and self.
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Assessment Procedures
Couples Register for CGT
Assignment to Groups
Group A

Group B

Pretest
Gen. Inf.
MCI
DAS

Pretest
Gen. Inf.
MCI
DAS

Treatment: Eight weeks
Sessional Exercise Tests:
CGTEE-self
CGTEE-marriage

No Treatment

One l-leelt Posttest - mail:

Two Honth Posttest
MCI
DAS

~lCI

DAS
CGTEE-self
CGTEE-marriage
CGTQ

Fifteen Week Posttest:
NCI
DAS
CGTEE-self
CGTEE-marriage
CGTQ

Treatment: Short Course
Sessional Exercise Tests:
CGTEE-self
CGTEE-marriage
One l-leek Posttest - mail
MCI
DAS
CGTEE-self
CGTEE-marriage
CGTQ
Fifteen Week Post test
MCI
DAS
CGTEE-self
CGTEE-marriage
CGTQ

Figure 1
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Treatment Procedures
All of the couple enrichment programs discussed in chapter 2
were held over a weekend beginnng Friday night and continuing until
Sunday, or met weekly for several weeks duration.

The rationale for

the present one day program (Short Course CGT) as it was originally
conceived (Hawes, 1979) was that it would meet the needs of couples
who could not afford the time or money to take a weelcend retreat.
This may have been because of work demands, family involvements,
babysitting costs, expenses for the program itself, or even that one
of the partners was not prepared to devote a Hhole weeltend to work on
the relationship when there was no tangible assurance that it would be
a productive experience.

There

woul~

appear to be no empirical

evidence that the number of hours spent on a weeltend intensive group
experience is directly related to the couples' marital satisfaction or
to the degree that new skills are learned and maintained.
Differences Between Short and Long Courses of
Couples GroHing Together
The essential difference between the programs is the length
which leads to differences in process, structure, and content.

All of

the content of the Short Course CGT program is also included in the
Long Course program.

However, in the Long Course CGT, the skills

training is developed more fully as time permits; there is opportunity
for discussion between couples about the content and process; there is
always homework that involves practising a new skill so that there is
continuation between sessions; there is some
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emphasis given to bibliotherapy; and there is distributed rather than
mass learning.
Process
In the Short Course CGT the day's program is more structured
and pacing is closely attended to by the leaders.

Individual couples

move through the experiential exercises at varying speeds and the
rate of progress of the group is set by the average speed.

Over many

former presentations of CGT the leaders have been able to establish
consistent time blocks which meet most people's needs.

Some couples,

then, will not quite complete the exercises while others may finish
quickly and, if motivated or encouraged, will enrich themselves by
retracing their steps through the material.

The faster couple may

learn and integrate the principles of that skill quickly, may not
like the exercise and drop it, or may complete the exercise
superficially.

A slower couple may have difficulty with the content

or process of the exercise, may be having fun and extend it, or may
attend to the skill learning more intensively than was intended.
Thus the leaders are unable to judge, by looking at time, the extent
of the learning that is taking place.

However, they can monitor

progress and prepare the group for this vigilance at the beginning of
the day with a comment such as, "While you are working today, we will
come around, listen in, and coach and encourage you.
rather not have us there, please tell us so".

If you would

Clinical experience

indicates that many couples welcome the presence of a trusted third
person and do not interpret it as an intrusion.

In fact, couples
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often want to share with the leaders their excitement about their new
cognizance.
In the Long Course CGT couples who are slow can complete the
exercise once the evening's session has ended because, unlike the
Short Course CGT, they do not keep moving from one learning
experience to another.

There are never more than two concepts or

skills taughtI in one session.

A couple who completes an exercise

more quickly will often initiate teaming up with another couple and
spontaneously share what is happening.

This is more likely to occur

in the Long Course group because a socialization process has an
opportunity to develop as couples come together and depart on an
ongoing basis.
Unlike many groups, couples may not be interested in forming
new, fresh relationships, but in working with what they already have
and making it richer.

A couples' enrichment group is composed of

subgroups, each of which is a pre-existing and continuing social unit
(Mace and Mace, 1974).

This results in two different group dynamics,

intracouple and intercouple.

In the CGT program the emphasis is on

the former, although intercouple interaction may spontaneously occur.
In both courses, the only time interaction is specifically encouraged
is for the Getting Acquainted exerciSe, and even then the social
nature is secondary to the purpose of having partners hear one
another extol strengths and appreciations.

In the Long Course CGT

there is also interaction while doing the Family Constellation
~xercise.

The only other opportunity for interaction in the Short

Course CGT is during refreshment breaks.

Experience has taught the
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leaders of the present study to prepare couples for this by saying at
the beginning of the session, "One of the differences between your
experience today and experiences in other groups you may have
attended is that you will probably leave this afternoon not knowing
other couples any better than you do right now.

This is because you

are here to work on your own relationship, and not their's".
In the Long Course, the pacing is more relaxed and couples
have many opportunities for brief conversations as they arrive and
leave, as they move through the process of setting up exercises, and
as they find points of commonality through general discussion which
is not a set aspect of the structure, but does occur.

The Long

Course participants have more than twice as many hours with one
another;

even though the leaders stop the formal part of the group

at the appointed time, couples are not dissuaded from informal social
interaction with one another beyond the established hours.
Distributive versus Mass Learning
Within the psychology of learning field, research into the
effectiveness of distributive versus mass learning seems to have been
restricted to comparing massed practice with distributed practice in
paired associate learning.

There is little generalized association

between the learning of nonsense syllables in a few minutes and
marital communication skills in a few hours.

Even the results of

sixteen years of study for one researcher of rote learning procedures
concluded that the outcome is uncertain (Underwood, 1982).
In response to the Haces' (1975) call for marriage enrichment
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research, especially for the evaluation of the respective merits of a
weekend retreat and a series of weekly meetings, and to Gurman and
Kniskern's comment (1977) that "specific effects of programmatic
elements need to be delineated", Davis et. a1. (1982) attempted to
assess the efficacy of weekend versus weekly marriage program
formats.

Although they did not have a control group, they did use

the same instruments (DAS and Mer) as the current study.

They

concluded that participants in the five week marriage enrichment
program showed more positive indications of marital adjustment than
participants in the weeltend marriage enrichment program. They further
speculate that this may be so because a five weelt marriage enrichment
group allows for more time for 1) program materials to be discussed
and implemented; 2) concepts to be applied between sessions;
the task assignments to be completed.

and 3)

Mace and Mace (1974) have

concluded from meeting with couples for separate evening sessions
spread out over four to six weeks and from conducting weekend
retreats that the broken continuity of the weekly sessions make them
"decidedly less effective" (p. 132).

However, they provide no

empirical data to support this conclusion.
Leader Involvement
The leaders encourage the learning process through playing a
fully participative, active role.

They establish the atmosphere at

the outset through warmth, congeniality, humor, and the demonstration
and full elaboration of each exercise.

The purpose of the specific

learning experience is presented, then the step-by-step procedure of
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how to achieve that goal is clearly delineated and modeled.

As

couples then move through the process themselves, in dyads with as
much privacy as the setting allows, the leaders teach, direct,
encourage, and guide on an individual basis where necessary or where
invited.

They may role play one partner with the other, coach, or

use any method that helps each couple receive as much satisfaction
from the exercises as possible.
Structure.
Couples Growing Together employs structured experiences, that
is, experiences that use specific directions for the participants to
follow.

Kurtz (1975) has reviewed the research on the use of

structured experiences in groups and has pointed out the consistency
in results.

Structured experiences have been reported to lead to

greater group cohesiveness, greater involvement of the participants
in group activities, participants viewing leaders in a more favorable
light, and participants' self-reports of greater learning from the
group experiences.
In one follow-up report of thirty women who had been involved
in Personal Growth Groups (Hawes, 1983) all reported that the
structure, (which was not unlike the structure in CGT) created an
environment in which cohesiveness, member involvement, and
interpersonal trust developed quickly.

The structure enabled them to

move beyond a sense of competition with or intimidation by the other
women and to more expediently get on with the purpose and objectives
of the group.
However, Rausch (1981) compared the effects of a structured
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marriage enrichment program to an unstructured marriage enrichment
program.

The structured program used a predetermined schedule for

the couples to follow for twelve weeks while the unstructured program
employed group discussion of marital concerns for the same twelve
weelc period.

The two experimental gToups treated were compared to a

control group which followed no program.

The variable measure of

interest was marital satisfaction and congruence of perception of
self and perception of spouse.

Variables were evaluated by a

pretest, a posttest, and follow-up post-posttest after three months.
He found that no significant difference emerged between all three
gTOUpS.
Since CGT is a relatively brief, time-limited basic
experience, usually attended by people who have virtually no history
together as a group, the use of structuTed experiences provides an
effective means for addressing group developmental needs while at the
same time focusing on various issues of importance to marital growth
and development.

On the more personal level, clinical experience has

demonstrated that structure enables couples to experiment with new
techniques while at the same time it protects them from falling back
on former ineffective or possibly destructive methods of interaction.
In couple enrichment programs surveyed for the present study,
the degree of structure varies on a continuum ranging from highly
structured and couple centered (Andes, 1974) to relatively
nonstructured and centered on the group (Mace and Mace, 1974).

The

CGT program can be placed in the middle third of the continuum.
Short Course CGT, employing minimum time allocations, is somewhat

The
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more structured than the Long Course CGT, which uses larger time
allocations and provides for more general discussions.
Content
The CGT program has been developed so that communication
skills and relationship skills are acquired in a step-by-step
process;

each new skill that is taught builds on concepts previously

learned.

The most fundamental skills are re-introduced throughout

the program both to reinforce them and to help couples consolidate
new learning into their repertoire in a familiar, comfortable, and
natural way. The basic schema of CGT, then, is a progression from
building groups and couple trust, to teaching basic communication and
problem solving skills, to having each couple employ these skills in
dealing with issues of conflict and intimacy.
The development of experiential exercises has been based on
an integration of the marital communication techniques discussed in
Chapter 2.

Although each skill in itself is of the utmost

importance, the technique can appear rigid and uncomfortable in its
presentation.

To avoid this stilted quality, exercises were devised

so that the learning process would also contribute to intimacy, would
be sincere and honest in the eyes of both partners, would be relevant
to each couple's life situation, and would have an element of
playfulness.

Hlli~or

is always close to the surface and can be used as

a safeguarding device when the exercise becomes too intense for an
individual, as a means of shifting gears between exercises, and as a
medium for drawing the group together to demonstrate a common purpose
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even though each couple is learning to achieve that purpose in their
own unique way.
The experiential format of the exercises varies to take
advantage of the fact that different individuals differ in their
preferred learning styles.

As a consequence of hereditary factors

and socialization experiences, individuals develop learning sets that
are more influenced by certain abilities than by others (Kolb, 1979).
A number of cognitive theorists have suggested primary
dimensions that underlie the learning process and have categorized
the learning process according to different types of learning
abilities (Kagan and Kogan, 1970).

Kolb (1979, as cited in Hof &

Miller, 1981) has identified four kinds of learning abilities:

1)

concrete experience in which the person is fully and openly involved
in new experiences; 2) reflective observation where the individual
observes and reflects on experiences from new and different
perspectives; 3) abstract conceptualization in which the person
creates concepts that integrate his observations; and 4) active
experimentation where theories are used to

mal~e

decisions or attempt

solutions to problems.
As Hof and Miller (1981) explain, participants in a couple
enrichment program typically are a heterogeneous group of people,
different with regard to their strengths in each of the types of
learning abilities.

Some program exercises emphasize one or another

particular learning ability, whereas other exercises require
utilization of some combination of the learning abilities in order
for the exercise objective of skill building to be achieved.
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Homework
L'Abate (1977) ascertained that the use of written homework
assignments pertaining to dyadic communicat1on is an effective
therapeutic technique and a useful adjunct to couple enrichment.

It

was expected that repeated practice in the natural environment would
make couples more comfortable in using newly learned skills and the
effect of the enrichment process could be extended throughout the
week.

Assignments involved reading and skill practice, and focused

on positive feelings and experiences effectively serving as positive
reinforcers for the behaviors of each partner (Hof & Miller, 1981).
Liberman et.al. (1980) found a strong connection between regularly
completed homework assignments and the degree to which a couple's
relationship improved.

Paul and Paul warn that if couples do not

have certain tasks to pursue, their expectation is that some kind of
magical transformation will occur in the "treatment" setting (1975).
Homework 1s an integral part of the Lor.g Course CGT.

Each

session an assignment is given which reflects the specific skills
being taught that week.

The assignment is thoroughly discussed;

while still in the group, intracouple and inter couple discussion
centers around exactly what to do, when couples may find time to do
1t, which partner may take responsibility for aspects of the
homework, and the purpose of the assignment.

The following session

will commence with a discussion of the homework assignment from the
previous week.
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Readings
The inclusion of reading material reinforces for participants
that couple enrichment is a form of education, not treatment (Paul
and Paul, 1975).

Readings provide an additional opportunity for

learning to take place outside of the enrichment setting, and can
become an ongoing learning process.

Lutz (1979) found that although

a particular enrichment program without bibliotherapy assisted
couples in the growth and development of their relationships, the
addition of a reading program proved a valuable adjunct to the
marriage enrichment effort.
There is no required reading for the Short Course CGT
although some titles are recommended during discussion.
Marriage

Open

(O'Neill & O'Neill, 1972) was the book originally selected

for the Long Course CGT because it stimulated lively discussions
reflected changes in society's attitudes toward

ma~riage,

and dealt

with elements of day-to-day realities without beoming a 'how to'
manual. From a practical point of view, it was inexpensive and easily
attainable.

It is now out of print and no other book has emerged

that presents a position which can arouse productive debates.

In

lieu of one book, at the first session couples were given a homework
assignment which entailed going to a bookstore; purchasing any
appealing book on marriage plus two different colored see-thru
markers; reading individually, marking statements that they disagreed
with, that intrigued them, or for some reason that they wanted to
discuss with their partners; and setting time aside for couple
discussion of readings.

They were also asked to bring the book
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to one session and share their reactions to it with other couples.
Figure 2 provides an outline for each session of both the
Long Course and Short Course CGT programs.
Specific Experiential Exercises
Sharing Appreciations.

People often take for granted that

their partners automatically know what they appreciate, but this is
seldom so.

Each couples goes to one other couple, five times.

Each

time one person opens with, "One of the things I appreciate about our
relationship is .....
appreciation too.

Then each of the other three give a statement of
These range from simple, "One of the things I

appreciate about our relationship is that my husband looks after the
children on Sunday mornings so I can sleep" to profound, "My wife
respects my religious beliefs even though she cannot accept them for
herself."
After meeting with the five couples, each person has given
five different appreciative statements and heard five statements
about him/herself.

Then each partner sits privately and writes down

what the other partner said.

Clinical experience has shown that

rarely do husbands or wives remember all five statements but they may
ask the other.

Partners then share and clarify their feelings about

what they have heard and said, but must not deny, reject, or
otherwise evaluate the statements.
Family Constellation.

An overview of family constellation

is presented; then people of similar positions within the family (eg.
eldest, youngest) form groups and discuss common personality
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Couples Growing Together - Outline
Short Course
Hour

Long Course
Session

1.

Sharing Appreciations
Discuss: Program Goals
Sabotage list

1.

2.

Hand Dance
"I feel ••• ,,~(~'(

2•

Hand Dance
"I feel ••• "~':~'(
HW: Five spontaneous "I
feel. •• " messages per day.

3•

Strengths and l-lants

3.

Couples' Communication Check

Sharing Appreciations
Family Constellation~':~(
Discuss: a) Program Goals
b) Readings
*HH: a) Purchase book
b) Complete Family
Constellation

List~'(~'(

Personal Space
Strengths and Wants
HW: a) Focus on readings
b) Meet a "Want"
4.

Lunch: Couples Communication
Check List~'d:

4.

Written Double Dialogue
Discuss Letter Writing
HW: Leave two letters, each

5.

Sabotage List
Flags
Written Double Dialogue
Discuss Letter Writing

5.

Conflict Resolution
(Double Thermometer)
Couple Contract~:~':
HW: Complete Contract

Break
6.

Conflict Resolution
(Double Thermometer)
Belt Line

6.

Couple Conference
Reports on readings
How to Negotiate

7.

Five Freedoms (Back Hassage)

7.

Love-life Development Test~'(:'(
Five Freedoms (Back Massage)
HW: Diary--use of freedoms

8.

Coat of Arms

8.

Flags
Belt Line
Coat of Arms

~:Homework

**Accompanied by handout
Figure 2
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characteristics.

The group as a whole looks at the possible

advantages and disadvantages of specific combinations present in
group member couples, such as between a female only and a male
youngest, or between a female eldest and a male eldest.

Once this is

clearly understood, each couple separately discusses the particular
advantages and disadvantages within their own relationship based on
family constellation.

They are specifically instructed to discuss

how they could turn a perceived disadvantage to an advantage.
Sabotage List.

Couples are asked to become aware of the

things that they tend to do in group learning situations that detract
from them receiving the greatest benefits possible.

They write these

down, then after the lunch break they relook at their individual
lists and determine if they are falling back on their usual sabotage
methods, or attending fully to the group processes.
Hand Dance.

Couples experience traditional relationships

through hand dancing; this entails the couple standing face to face
with hands touching, palm to palm.
hands in unison, as if dancing.

They rhythmically move their

After a comfortable rhythm is

established, the leader designates one partner as the "boss".

The

other must follow, albeit relunctantly, whatever the boss decides to
do.

At the same time, the boss maKes autocratic demands such as,

"You must do whatever I say because I am in charge".

Both will

quickly become exhausted, and this leads to a discussion of the
authoritarian model.

Then hand dancing is again employed to

demonstrate the concept of equality, where either decides the moves
to be made, harmoniously based on the needs of the situation.

The
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exercise concludes with a group review of the advantages of mutual
decision making, an aspect of companionship marriage which makes the
man and woman equal partners (Mace and Mace, 1974).

No music

accompanies this exercise so that inspiration for harmony has an
internal locus.
"I feel ••• ".

The explicit purpose of the exercise is to

provide a method for taking responsibility for one's own feelings.
However, the implicit purposes for its use is that it is
self-disclosing, it is non-threatening to expresser and receiver, it
provides ownership of a problem, it opens communication, it allows
the receiver to pay full attention to the content of the message, and
it creates a warmth between partners.

Essentially, an "I feel ••• "

message is simply for one partner to tell the other how one really
feels and why, with the expectation that the other will truly hear
the statement.

In actual clinical use during couple enrichment

workshops, it has been observed that the use of the "I feel ••• "
technique by expresser and receive;: bl:ings couples together and
creates a sense of warmth toward each othel:

(Hawes, R., 1984).
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The "I feel ..... technique has the following steps and is thus
highly structured.

First, the partners decide who will be "A" and

who will be "B", then:
Step

Partner

Content 2f message

1

A

"I feel (emotion)."

2

B

"Tell me about feeling (emotion)."

3

A

"I feel (emotion) because ••• (several sentences)."

4

B

(Feeds back the information given in Step 3)

5

A

"Yes" (affirms, if feedback considered correct), or

"No" (denies, if feedback not considered
correct) •
If "no" is given the process starts again at Step 2 and
contir..ues until a "Yes" is achieved.
Couple Communication Check.

This check list (Appendix

J)

is completed by each partner then discussed using the "I feel ••• "
technique.
Personal Space.
each other.

Partners stand eight feet apart, facing

One is asked to move to a distance at which he/she feels

comfortable from the other, then to sculpture the partner and self in
such a way as to depict how the one person visualizes the ideal way
for them as a couple to deal with life.
through the same procedure.

The other partner then goes

Together they discuss the personal

implications of these positionings in their day-to-day interactions.
Strengths and Wants.

Partners share privately what they

perceive and define as the strengths each of them brings to the
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relationship.

They sit facing each other so that knees are touching.

One begins by saying, "One of the strengths I bring to our
relationship is ••• " The other reaffirms the statement by clarifying
what s/he has heard by paraphrasing and asking for clarification but
without rejecting or denying it; then s/he says, "One of the
strengths I bring to our relationship is ••• "
by the first partner.

This is then reaffirmed

The statements of strengths are made three

times by each partner in the same mode.
The partners then each alternately make the statement, "One
of the strengths you bring to the relationship is ••• " three times,
with the subsequent paraphrasing and clarification after each
statement.

Altogether, twelve strengths have been stated.

They then each share three "wants" within the relationship in
the same manner as they shared strengths.

When these are completed,

plans are made for each partner to selectively meet one of the
other's "wants" within the following week.
Written Double Dialogue.

Partners practice communicating

individual concerns that they find difficult to talk about through
written double dialogue (Powers & Hahn, 1977).
back.

Couples sit back to

Each partner has a piece of paper on which he/she writes a

statement about the concern.

Hithcut talking, they exchange the

papers and then write a reply to the other's statement.

Papers are

again exchanged and a response written to the reply about the
original statement.

The exchange takes place until each person has

written five statements on each paper,
statements.

60

each paper will have ten
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Flags.

Copies of Brown's International Signal Codes are

placed about the room.

The interpretation of the code is given and

it becomes clear how the message is also appropriate to the marital
situation.

l-lithin the group as a whole, couples then discuss

nonverbal signals they use to cue one another in to moods, needs, or
private jokes.
Letter Writing.

Written communications have characteristics

which may be useful to 1) break an impassive pattern not otherwise
breal{able; 2) confront issues not otherwise approachable;. 3) specify
and crystallize vague and unclear issues; and 4) depersonalize the
emotionality surrounding an issue the couple might face (Wagner,
Weeks, & L'Abate, 1980).

Possibilities for writing notes and letters

to each other as alternatives or additions to talking are explored.
For instance, notes of a positive nature may be left on pUlows,
propped in the refrigerator, taped to a steering wheel, or pinned to
clothes.

Notes which register complaints should be phrased as "I

messages", that is, they should state succinctly the sender's
feelings and the issue involved; an "I message" does not demand a
change in the other person, (eg."I feel irritated when you leave the
gas tank empty").
Couple Conference.

Couples are provided

~~th

this highly

structured technique (Corsini, 1967)) for discussing sensitive or
volatile issues.

Each couple agrees to meet together for two

one-hour time periods,

In each, one person speaks for half an hour

while the other only listens, making no response at all.
second half hour, the other speaks and the first listens.

In the
This will
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mean that the second speaker has an opportunity for rebuttal.

In the

second one-hour conference, however, the second speaker from the
first conference will speak first.

Topics may include anything on

the speaker's mind.
The speaker does not have to talk all the time.

Silences are

fine; they give the speaker opportunity to think ideas out, to say
anything while knowing the other person is prepared to listen and not
to interrupt.

Further guidelines include not changing the time rule,

setting a time when there will be no interferences, sitting back to
back so the partners are close but cannot misread each other's body
language and facial expressions, choosing a comfortable place
previously agreed upon, and not carrying on beyond the hour, either
formally or informally.
Once the conference has been outlined, each couple makes
plans for two couple conferences during the next week, establishing
the time, day, and place while still in the group.
Conflict Resolution.

Couples learn to identify problem

ownership through dissecting a recent conflict.

The person who feels

the discomfort is the owner of the problem; this person expresses
his/her position in terms of an "1 message", while the partner
practices expressing concern and a willingness to share in problem
solving without taking on the discomfort.

To facilitate this,

partners stand facing each other, ten feet apart, on an imaginary
thermometer.

The problem owner states his/her position; the other

indicates a warming, or positive, response by taking a step closer,
or a cooling, negative, response by taking a step further away, and
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then makes a verbal response.

Now the person who owns the problem

responds physically in terms of warmth or coolness before giving a
reply.

The object is for the couple to discuss the conflict openly,

to give honest nonverbal feedback, and at the same time, to generate
warmth and keep at the conflict resolution until they are standing
face to face.
Love-Life Development Test.

A Love-Life Development Test

(Otto, 1969, cited in Hof & Miller, 1981) is distributed to each
participant, and the instructions are explained.

It is emphasized

that the purpose of the test is to increase communication betwen
partners regarding their sexual relationship, and to identify and
affirm areas of satisfaction and strength as well as areas of needed
or desired growth and development.

It is also stressed that due to

differences in individual interpretations and preferences, the
answers any two partners give will never exactly coincide.
differences are affirmed as natural and healthy.

Such

What is sought is

deeper understanding and not necessarily agreement (Hof and Miller,
1981).
Belt Line.

Partners are asked to ponder the kinds of

statements the other could make to them that could really hurt, thus
hitting below the belt.

They then share these with their partners

with the understanding that couples are often unaware of the extent
to which they unwittingly hurt one another.

Once each is aware of

the other's most vulnerable spots, they can choose to refrain from
inflicting pain.
Five Freedoms.

Partners are given an opportunity to reflect
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on the freedoms each has (Satir, 1978) and must exercise as a unique
individual within a couple relationship.

The leaders present a brief

dialogue, which examines the necessity to live in the here and now
rather than the past or future, to accept what one does feel rather
than the way one should feel, to take steps on one's own behalf
rather than avoid disruptions and keep things safe, and to ask for
what one wants rather than wait for one's partner to offer it.

An

opportunity is provided for couples to practice these freedoms whtle
each is being given a five minute back massage by his/her partner.
Couple Contract.

The principle is presented that when

couples have a commitment to each other, their relationship
constitutes a business.

One method of reassessing all aspects of the

partnership is through a contract and the one presented here is
popular with couples in groups.

The contract idea as used in this

particular setting is a working tool for enhancement of a
relationship and not a binding agreement.

Essentially it is a mutual

endeavor in order to aid couples to state their needs, areas of
conflict, and possible resolution in order to restructure their union
(Hight, 1977).
Each person independently writes a list of five specific
items regarding any aspect of the relationship, such as children,
life insurance, in-laws, budgeting, and church going.

Partners look

at each other's lists and together merge them into one, in order of
priority.

Each item is assigned a separate page in a notebook.

First the partners share their views of how they have dealt with the
item in the past and write them down.

Next they discuss, then write
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out, what they are doing about it now, and thereby again share their
varying perspectives. Then the couple decides what to do about the
item in the future, writes the plan out, and sets a renegotiation
date, which could vary from a week to years.

Some group sharing of

couples' items helps others to realize the infinite possibilities for
using such a contract.
Coat of Arms.

Couples together design a coat of arms that

represents their relationship.

All materials such as paper,

scissors, felt pens, old magazines, and glue are spread out on a
large table, and couples have a limited time to create their
masterpiece.

They are encouraged to take home the finished product

and display it on their refrigerator.

This exercise provides an

action filled yet reflective ending to the program.
Limitations
The following are the recognized limitations of this study:
1.

The couples were volunteer subjects and therefore may have

had characteristics which differ markedly from those of a
non-volunteer group.
2.

Due to the unavailability of the subjects because of other

personal commitments, it was not possible to implement random
sampling in this study.

Since it is then restricted to a

quasi-experimental design, it may be weakened in its ability to
generalize beyond the population from which the sample was drawn.
This limitation also increases threats to internal validity.
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3.

This study concerned itself solely with the couples'

perceptions of behavior change in their relationship, and did not
utilize other more objective vehicles for appraising behavior change,
such as video taping behavior segments, then coding them.

As such it

was not possible to evaluate if an actual change in behavior did take
place.
4.

The author of CGT is also one of the co-leaders of the

groups, and both co-leaders are professional counselors.

The

familiarity with the material may mean that leader replication is
impossible.

As well, CGT was conceived as a program that could be

lead by paraprofessionals or lay leaders; whether a validation study
of CGT would have the same results when lead by non-professionals has
not been determined.
5.

The subjects are all members of the L.D.S. Church, which

values the sanctity of marriage beyond that of many North Americans.
There is the probability that this bias motivated couples to work
harder to improve their relationship satisfaction.

Also, these

couples are a somewhat unique group in that they are all members of a
subculture which places a strong emphasis on the leadership role of
males and upon the need for wives to be good followers and supportive
of their spouses (Urban, 1981).

The extent to which one may be able

to generalize to other couples in an enrichment program is not yet
clear.
Data Analysis
The appropriate correlational techniques, specifically
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Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha was implemented to obtain
estimates of internal consistency on CGTEE-marriage (Short Course and
Long Course) and on CGTEE-self (Short Course and Long Course.
Pearson correlation coefficients and t tests for paired samples were
computed to examine test retest reliability on all dependent
measures.

The establishment of convergent/divergent validity emerged

via correlation within and between each measure, as well.

A multiple

response strategy was used to look at the Couples Growing Together
Questionnaire.
Since there was measurement on numerous occasions with the
same instruments, repeated measures analysis of variance was utilized
to address the research questions, (ie. two factor mixed design; one
factor is time, the other factor is treatment).

Therefore the

repeated measures analysis of variance was chosen to statistically
control for the development and change over time.
Summary
The present study utilized a repeated measures analysis of
variance to determine the validity of the Couples Growing Together
couple enrichment program.

Subjects wwere volunteer couples who are

members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter- day Saints.

The

criteria for selection is that they have been married for three
years, they do not consider that they have major problems in their
relationship, they have not been involved in a couple enrichment
program within the past year, and are not currently involved in
marriage counseling.
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Subjects were assigned according to availability to two
groups: 1) Group A received the Long Course Couples Growing Together
program; 2) Group B was the wait list control group, which after a
two month posttesting became the Short Course Couple Group;
then received a four month posttesting.

they

Four measures (The Marriage

Communication Inventory, The Dyadic Adjustment Scale, The Couples
Growing Together Exercise Evaluation - marriage and self scales, and
The Couples Growing Together Questionnaire were used to measure the
three dependent variables:

1) communication skills; 2) global

relationship satisfaction; and 3) participants' subjective perception
of Couples Growing Together.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to validate the marriage
enrichment program, "Couples Growing Together".

This chapter

presents findings that emerged from the methods and procedures
described in Chapter 3.

To enrich the meaningfulness of

interpretation and inference, several pr.eliminary analyses were
conducted to examine the psychometric properties of the dependent
measures employed in this investigation.

Following a comprehensive

description of measurement reliability and validation procedures, and
a discussion of group equivalency (because of the lack of random
assignment), the results of this study are presented.

The six

hypotheses are grouped into two sets of three according to the course
impact on communication and on dyadic adjustment.
An Analysis of the Psychometric Appropriateness of the

Eight Assessment Measures Employed
A series of correlational analyses were computed to examine
reliability and validity for the Marital Communication Inventory, the
Dyadic Adjustment Scale, and each of the latter's subscales (namely
the Dyadic Consensus Subscale, the Dyadic Satisfaction Subscale, the
Dyadic Cohesion Subscale, and the Affectional Expression Subscale).
The preliminary analyses also included computations for the Exercise
Evaluations-Self and the Exercise Evaluations-Marriage.

Separate but

identical statistical procedures were applied to the data which

IJJ
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emerged from each of the four measurement occasions.

Specifically,

reliability coefficients were generated for all of the dependent
measures to assess the internal consistency of each assessment tool,
and Pearson correlation coefficients were generated between measures
to estimate convergent-divergent validity.

The resultant

coefficients are arranged in accordance to Campbell and Fiske's
(1959) multitrait-homomethod format, and presented in Tables I
through 4.
Reliability
Estimates of internal consistency were obtained by applying
Cronbach's (1951) coefficient-alpha formula to each measure.

The

resultant reliability coefficients are presented separately for each
measurement occasion in the diagonals of the multitrait-homomethod
matrices depicted in Tables 1 through 4.
As shown in Table 1, all measures exhibited acceptable levels
of item consistency during the initial administration of the
assessment tools.

Estimates of reliability for these measures

ranged from alpha=.60 (for the four item Affectional Expression
Subscale) to alpha=.90 (for the 46 item Marital Communication
Inventory).

Collectively, reliability estimates evolving from the

initial administration of these assessment tools indicated that all
measures exhibited acceptable levels of internal consistency (namely:
Dyadic Adjustment Scale, alpha=.87; Dyadic Consensus Subscale,
alpha=.87j Dyadic Satisfaction Subscale; alpha=.82; Dyadic Cohesion
Subscale; alpha=.69; Affectional Expression Subscale, alpha=.60; and
Marital Communication Inventory, alpha=.90).

Table 1

Multitrait-Homomethod matrix containing convergent-divergent validity
estimates and internal consistency coefficients for each of the eight
measures at time 1.

1

1. Dyadic Adjustment Scale

2

3

4

.80

(.86)

3. Dyadic Satisfaction
Subscale

.eo

.38

( .82)

4. Dyadic Cohesion
Subscale

.57

.10

.57

(.69)

5. Affectional Expression
Subscale

.43

.46

.03

-.02

6. Marital Communication
Subscale

.74

.39

.76

.62

8. Exercise Evaluation
(Marriage)

6

7

8

( .87)

2. Dyadic Consensus
Sllbscale

7. Exercise Evaluation
(Self)

5

( .60)

.15

( .90)

(-)

(-)
1-'

~
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Reliability estimates emerging from the second, third, and
fourth administrations of the measures corresponded to those
described above (cf. the diagonal elements of Tables 2 through 4).
Each administration of the measures resulted in nominal variations in
internal consistency for six of the scales.
The Exercise Evaluation-Self and the Exercise
Evaluation-Marriage exhibited the least consistency among all
measures.

This lower reliability may be due to two things:

first,

these constructs may be ambiguous as the participants are now being
asked to evaluate an external event and its perceived impact on their
marriage.

This is speculative, as the person has to wait and see

what happens as a result of learning the exercise and has not had
time to honestly evaluate it.

On the other hand, there may be a

'halo effect' with some exercises in that right after the exercise,
partners may feel very close to their mates and respond on the basis
of these intimate feelings.

The second reason for lower reliability

is that each participant was asked to evaluate a variety of different
exercises which were not all focused on the same marital dimension.
Reliability estimates averaged over the four measured
occasions were as follows: Dyadic Adjustment Scale (alpha=.88)i
Dyadic Consensus Subscale (alpha=.84)i Dyadic Satisfaction Subscale
(alpha=.82)i Dyadic Cohesion Sub scale (alpha=.75)i Affectional
Expression Subscale (alpha=.54)i Marital Communication Inventory
(alpha=.92)i Exercise Evaluation-Self (alpha=.79)i and Exercise
Evaluation-Harriage (alpha=.88).

Table 2

l1ultitrait-Homomethod matrix containing convergent-divergent vglidity
estimates and internal consistency coefficients for each of the eight
measures at time 2.

1

1. Dyadic Adjustment Scale

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

(.91)

2. Dyadic Consensus
Subscale

.95

(.83)

3. Dyadic Satisfaction
Subscale

.89

.69

( .88)

4. Dyadic Cohesion
Subscale

.67

.38

.52

(.76)

5. Affectional Expression
Subscale

.77

.72

.35

.32

(.58)

6. Harital Conununication
Subscale

.74

.76

.88

.58

.50

7. Exercise Evaluation
(Self)

.24

.28

.24

-.23

-.02

.16

(.93)

8. Exercise Evaluation
(Harriage)

.72

.70

-.03

-.39

.44

.32

.76

( .94)

( .46)
t-'

\...oJ

-J

Table 3

Mul~i~rai~-Homome~hod ma~rix con~aining

convergen~-divergen~ validi~y

estimates and internal consistency coefficients for each of the eight
measures a~ ~ime 3.

1

1. Dyadic Adjustment Scale

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

( .87)

2. Dyadic Consensus
Subscale

.91

( .83)

3. Dyadic Satisfaction
Subscale

.85

.54

(.75)

4. Dyadic Cohesion
Sub scale

.52

.14

.40

5. Affectional Expression
Sub scale

.54

.54

-.05

-.18

6. Narital Connnunication
Inventory

.62

.62

.61

.44

.29

(.91)

7. Exercise Evaluation
(Self)

.04

.07

.28

-.03

.06

-.08

8. Exercise Evalua~ion
(Harriage)

.43

.39

.42

-.01

.06

.18

(.74)

( .42)

( .89)

.72

(.94)
f-'

w

CO

Table 4

Multitrait-Homomethod matrix containing convergent-divergent validity
estimates and internal consistency coefficient for each of the eight
measures at time 4.

1

1. Dyadic Adjustment Scale

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

( .87)

2. Dyadic Consensus
Sub scale

.89

(.84)

3. Dyadic Satisfaction
Subscale

.83

.54

(.81)

4. Dyadic Cohesion
Sub scale

.57

.19

.41

( .80)

5. Affectional Expression
Sub scale

.54

.45

.15

.06

(.57)

6. Marital Communication
Inventory

.63

.61

.79

.42

.30

(.92)

7. Exercise Evaluation
(Self)

.20

.25

.47

.19

.21

.36

(.73)

8. Exercise Evaluation
(Harriage)

.37

.38

.48

.16

.21

.38

.31

(.78)
f-J

w

'"
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Convergent-Divergent Validity
Zero-order correlation coefficients were computed between the
eight assessment tools to estimate the divergent and convergent
validity of the measures.

Once again, identical analyses were

conducted on data supplied during each of the four measurement
occasions.

The resulting validity estimates are presented as the

off-diagonal elements in the multitrait-homomethod matrices depicted
in Tables 1 through 4.
In Table 1, for time 1, Dyadic Cohesion and Dyadic Consensus
?

(r=.lO; r-=.Ol) shared only 1% common variance.

Both Affectional

Expression and Dyadic Satisfaction (r=.03; r 2=.0009), as well as
Affectional Expression and Dyadic Cohesion (r=-.02; r 2=.0004) share
even less in common.

Marital Communication and Affectional

Expression (r=.15; r 2=.02) indicate that 98% of the variance is
unique to one and not to the other.
Both Marital Communication and Dyadic Consensus (r=.39;
r 2 =.15) and Dyadic Satisfaction and Dyadic Consensus (r=.38; r 2 =.14)
indicate a moderate overlap and thus variations of similar

const~cts

are being measured. Marital Communication and Dyadic Adjustment
2
Cr=.74; r =.55) are more similar than different, sharing 55%
variance.
In Table 2, for time 2, three measures indicate that
different constructs are being assessed.

Exercise
?

Evaluation-Marriage and Dyadic Satisfaction Cr=-.03; r-=.OOl) and
Exercise Evaluation-Self and Affectional Expression (r=-.02; r 2=.0004)
share virtually nothing in common.

Exercise Evaluation-Self and

141
2

Marital Communication (r=.16; r =.03) were unique as well.
However, Marital Communication and Dyadic Consensus
2
(r=.76; r =.58) share 58% of the same construct as do Exercise
Evaluation-Marriage and Exercise Evaluation-Self (r=.76; r2:.58).
Marital Communication and Dyadic Satisfaction (r=.88; r2:.77)
indicates that 77% of the variance is common to both.
In Table 3, for time 3, seven comparisons indicate that
of the variance is unique to one scale and not to the other.

99~

These

are Exercise Evaluation-Self and Dyadic Adjustment (r=.04; r 2=.002)i
Exercise Evaluation-Self and Dyadic Consensus (r=.07l r 2=.OOS)l
Affectional

F~pression

?

and Dyadic Satisfaction (r=-.05; r-=.003)l

Exercise Evaluation-Self and Dyadic Cohesion (r=-.03;

?
r~=.OOl);

Exercise Evaluation-Marriage and Dyadic Cohesion (r=-.Oll r 2=.OOOl)l
and both Exercise Evaluation-Self and Affectional Expression, and
Exercise Evaluation-Marriage and Affectional Expression (both have
r=.06l

?

r~.004).

The constructs which have the most variance shared

with one another are Exercise Evaluation-Self and Exercise
Evaluation-Marriage (r=.72l r 2=.52).
Table 4, for time 4, indicates that there are five scales
which measure little in common.

One is Dyadic Cohesion and Dyadic

Consensus (r=.19l r 2 =.04); the second is Affectional Expression and
Dyadic Satisfaction (r=.lSl r 2=.02)l the third is Affectional
Expression and Dyadic Cohesion (r=.06l r2=.OOl)l the fourth is
Exercise Evaluation-Self and Dyadic Cohesion (r=.l9l

?

~=.04)l

and the

fifth is Exercise Evaluation-Marriage and Affectional Expression
?

(r=.16l r-=.03).

Repeated measures of the same construct are evident
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to a high degree in Marital Communication and Dyadic Satisfaction
?

(r=.79; r-=.62).
Collectively, the validity coefficients presented in the
off-diagonal positions in Tables 1 through 4 attest to the
similarities and differences shared by the measures of marital
adjustment, communication, and evaluation of exercises.

Throughout

the four measurement times, Affectional Expression and Dyadic
Satisfaction are consistently indicative of a measurement of
different constructs.

Marital Communication and Dyadic Satisfaction

appear to measure comparable constructs.

Most other measures are

moderate and appear to have a significant overlap, but are still
assessments of variations of what are probably similar constructs.
Test-Retest Reliability: Repeated Assessment
and Stability of Measurement
Pearson correlation coefficients relating responses for each
administration of the scales were computed separately for each
measure to obtain estimates of measurement stability over time (Glass
& Stanley, 1970).

Examination of Table 5 indicates that there is a

wide variation of reliability over time for several scales.
Marital Communication Inventory.

There was a rapid decrease

in the magnitude of the correlation coefficient between time 1 and 2
(r=.90), then a more gradual decrease between time land 3 (r=.78),
and between time 1 and 4 (r=.77).

This decrement might be

attributable to repeated measurement.

Although the lowest

correlation might be expected for the longest interval of time, the
fifteen week interval between post test and follow-up, ie. time 3 and
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4 (r=.82), emerged as a favorable comparison in terms of test
stability.
Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

The coefficients between time 1 and

2 (r=.S2), time 1 and 3 (r=.48), and time 1 and 4 (r=.SO) are moderate
but stable.

The high correlation between time 2 and 3 (r=.93), time 2

and 4 (r=.93), and time 3 and 4 again deviate from the expected
pattern.
Dyadic Consensus Subscale.
between times 1 and 2 (r=.lS).
and 3.

There was a low correlation

Treatment

int~rvened

between times 2

Conversely, there was a high correlation between time 3 and 4

(r=.86).
Dyadic Satisfaction Subscale.

There was a moderate

correlation between

tL~es

(r=.62).

intervened between times 2

Trea~~ent

1 and 2 (r=.64) and between times 3 and 4

Dyadic Cohesion Subscale.

~~d

3.

There was a moderate correlation

between time 1 and 2 (r=.S9) and time 3 and 4 (r=.62).

Treatment

intervened between times 2 and 3.
Affectional Expression Subscale.

An estimate of stability

between time 1 and 2 measures was virtually non-existent (r=-.12).
However, between

tL~e

3 and 4 a moderate coefficient existed (r=.68)

Treatment intervened between times 2 and 3.
Exercise Evaluation-Self and Marriage.

These two scales are

discussed together because their patterns of change in the reliability
correlation coefficient are almost identical.

There was no

intervening treatment between measurement occasions.

Between time 2

and 4 there was a significant decrease in reliability which also was

Table 5.

Zero-order correlation coefficients representing
test-retest reliability (scale stability) for each
of the eight measures.

1

Communication
Inventory

~!arital

Dyadic Adjustment
Scale

2

2

.90

3

.78

.85

4

.77

.77

2

.52

3

.48

.93

4

.50

.93

3

.82

.96

1
Dyadic Consensus
Subscale

2

.15

3

.11

.93

4

.16

.83

.86

1
Dyadic Satisfaction
Sub scale

2

.64

3

.45

.28

4

.71

.72

.62

1

Dyadic Cohesion
Subscale

2

.59

3

.77

.71

4

.50

.70

.62

4

Table 5. -- Continued

1

2

3

1

Affectional Expression
Sub scale

2

.12

3

.01

.73

4

.04

.49

.68

2

Exercise Evaluation
(Self)

3

.77

4

.37

.33

2

Exercise Evaluation
(Marriage)

3

.84

4

.44

.37

4
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maintained between time 3 and 4 (r=.82).
Reducing Threats to Internal Validity
Two analyses were performed to examine the effects of non
random assignment to Courses, as well as history and maturational
effects.
As discussed earlier, participants in the Short Course
completed all of the measures at the same time as those in the Long
Course.

Fortunately, this procedure created an eight week interval

prior to the initiation of the Short Course.

Hence, from initial

assessment to pre course assessment, the Short Course participants did
not have treatment and thus constitute the wait list control group.
Repeated measures analyses of variance were employed to
examine 8 weeks of history and maturation.

As shown in Table 6, non

significant differences were observed on each dependent measure for
the control group.

Although scale scores varied as a result of the 8

week interval, no clear pattern emerged.

The results of these

analyses suggest that pre to post intervention differences cannot be
attributed to history or maturation.
Pre Intervention Comparisons to Examine Group Equivalency
ft~

additional potential threat to validity involved group

equivalency prior to intervention.
eliminate this problem.

Ideally, random assignment could

However, the participant's time commitments

and sample characteristics rendered random assignment impossible.
Several one-way analyses of variance were calculated to establish
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Table 6.

Repeated measures analysis of variance results
depicting the eight week interval between pre-control
and post-control assessment to determine the effects
of history and maturation.

Pre-control
X

Marital Communication Inventory

SD

Post-control
X

SD

F

88.88

19.23

91. 87

19.05

.01

ns

Dyadic Adjustment Scale

106.69

14.12

103.93

28.16

.12

ns

Dyadic Consensus Sub scale

48.69

7.46

47.53

9.86

.12

ns

Dyadic Satisfaction Sub scale

36.59

6.47

39.22

5.09

.14

ns

Dyadic Cohesion
Subscale

12.91

3.74

13.74

3.37

.16

ns

Affec tional Expression Subscale

8.50

2.68

8.73

2.15

.02

ns
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group equivalency.

Reference to Table 7 indicates that Beale scores

were statistically equivalent for participants in both the Long and
Short Course.
Although several negligible differences are evident between
the two groups, none achieved an acceptable level of statistical
significance.

In addition, Bartlett-Box F ratios for homgeneity of

variance were also non-significant.

Score distributions on the

dependent measures in this study were statistically equivalent for
both groups prior to intervention, indicating that the two
experimental groups possessed similar levels of marital well-being.
Hypotheses Testing
Since the six hypotheses require two dependent measures
(Marital Communication Inventory and Dyadic Adjustment Scale) for
testing, and the separate hypotheses share similarities in independent
variables as well, multivariate statistical procedures were employed
to examine course effectiveness.

Specifically hypotheses 1 through 3

posit course impact on marital communication and hypotheses 4 through
6 focus on marriage satisfaction.

Similar statistical techniques were

used to test each research question.
Hypotheses One through Three
Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant improvement in
communication for couples who complete the Short Course "Couples
Growing Together" program compared with the wait list control group
couplesr
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Table 7.

Analysis of variance results comparing participants
in the long course with participants in the short
course for the lack of random assignment.

Long Course
Variable
Marital Communication Inventory

X

SD

Short Course
X

SD

F

91. 69

13.75

88.88

19.23

.27

ns

106.63

14.03

106.69

14.12

.00

ns

Dyadic Consensus
Subscale

46.81

6.82

48.69

7.46

.71

ns

Dyadic Satisfaction Subscale

37.94

5.53

36.59

6.47

.50

ns

Dyadic Cohesion
Subscale

13.94

3.51

12.91

3.74

.84

ns

Affectional Expression Subscale

7.94

2.08

8.50

2.68

.50

ns

Dyadic Adjustment Scale
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Hypothesis 21 There will be a significantly greater
improvement in communication for couples who complete the Long Course
"Couples Growing Tegether" program compared with couples who complete
the Short Course "Couples Growing Together" program.
Hypothesis 3: There will be a significantly greater
improvement in communication for couples who complete the Long Course
"Couples Growing Together" program compared with wait list control
group couples.
To test hypothesis 1, repeated measures analysis of variance
comparing initial assessment Marital Communication Inventory scores
with post course scores among Short Course couples yielded an F=.03.
This indicated that there was no significant difference in
communication between participants in the Short Course and the wait
list control group couples (mean change =3.19).
was rejected.

Hence hypothesis 1

Although communication improvements were observed, the

magnitude of the change was non significant.
To test hypotheses 2 and 3, multivariate analysis of variance
with repeated measures were computed on Marital Communication
Inventory scores.

The mixed model analysis incorporated two between

subject factors with repeated measures from pre to post test to
fOllC~'l-Up ass~ssment.

The results

ar~

sUlllll'.a:rized in Table 8.

The

primary test for Hypothesis 2 is depicted in the course with time
interaction (F=5.12; p<.OI).

Examination of cell means (see Appendix

K) indicates that the Long Course participants experienced greater
change or more positive benefits from pre testing to follow-up (mean
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Table 8.

Multiple analysis of variance with repeated measures
results depicting the relationship between respondent
sex, course length on the Marital Communication Inventory across three measurement occasions.

Source of Variance

df

MS

F

p

Sex

1

124.69

.17

ns

Course

1

4859.34

6.46

.02

Sex by Course

1

46.72

.06

ns

188

752.55

1. 07

ns

.01

ns

5.12

.01

.02

ns

Within Cell (Error)

Time
Sex w Time
Course w Time
Sex by Course w Time
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change for Long Course participants = 7.93; mean change for Short
Course participants = 1.70).

The grand mean change was 6.23 which

indicates that the Long Course had 1.48 SD greater change than did the
Short Course.
Likewise Course with time comparisons yielded supportive
evidence (F=7.50; p(.007) as did the Course comparisons (F=8.16;
p<.005).

Means and standard deviations for these analyses are

presented in Appendix K.

The post intervention and follow-up

comparisons were not significant at an acceptable level (for Course
F=0.17; for course with time F=O.Ol).

Collectively, the results of

this analysis suggest that: 1) Participants in the Long Course
demonstrated significantly greater gains in communication as measured
by the Harital Communication Inventory than their Short Course
counterparts in the pre to post comparisons, which is support for
Hypothesis 2; 2) The course compartsons indicate that participants 1n
the Long Course showed significantly greater gains in communication
than did the wait list control group couples which is support for
hypothesis 3; and 3) Comparisons of post to follow-up indicated that
whatever gains were made did not deteriorate from post to follow-up
thus providing further support for Hypothesis 3.

These results are

graphically depicted in Figure 3.
Hypotheses Four through Six
Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant improvement in
perceived (reported) relationship satisfaction for couples who
complete the Short Course "Couples Growing Together" program compared

100

95

SCORES

90

Long Course
--------------- Short Course

85

Pre Test
Figure

J.

.one week
Post Test

15 week
Follow-up

Group mean scores of the ~~rital Communication Inventory at three measurement
occasions (pre test, post test, and follow-up) for the Long Course and Short
Course of Couples Growing Together.

s
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with wait list control group couples.Hypothesis 5: There will be a significantly greater
improvement in perceived (reported) relationship satisfaction for
couples who complete the Long Course "Couples Growing Together"
program compared with couples who complete the Short Course "Couples
Growing Together" program.
Hypothesis 6: There will be a significantly greater perceived
(reported) improvement in relationship satisfaction for couples who
complete the Long Course "Couples Growing Together" program compared
with wait list control group couples.
To test hypothesis 4, a repeated measures analysis of variance
comparing initial assessment Dyadic Adjustment Scale scores with post
course scores among Short Course couples yielded an F=O.04.

This

indicated that there was no significant difference in relationship
satisfaction between participants in the Short Course and wait list
control group couples (mean decrease

= 2.35).

Hence hypothesis 4 was

rejected.
Multivariate analysis of variance with repeated measures was
again computed, but this time to examine course impact on relationship
satisfaction as measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

The mixed

model a..'1alysis also LTlcorporated two between subject factors with

repeated measures from pre to post test to follow-up assessment.

The

test hypotheses 5 and 6, variations of the same analysis, were
generated.

The results are summarized in Table 9.

The primary test

for Hypothesis 5 is depicted in the course with time interaction

155
Table 9.

Multiple analysis of variance results depicting the
relationship between respondent sex, course length,
and sex by course on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale across
three measurement occasions.

Source of Variation

df

MS

F

p

Sex

1

395.02

.39

ns

Course

1

3960.50

3.87

.05

Sex by Course

1

32.00

.03

ns

188

1022.70

1.16

ns

.00

ns

5.84

.01

.00

ns

Within Cell (Error)

Time
Sex w Time

Course w Time
Sex by Course w Time
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(F=S .• 84; p< •. 003).

Examination of cell means (see Appendix L)

indicates that the Long Course participants experienced greater change
or more positive benefits from pre testing to follow-up testing (mean
change for Long Course participants = 7.87; mean change for Short
Course participants = -.98).

The Grand Mean = 1.72; the difference is

3.56 SD between Long Course and Short Course.
Likewise pre to post Course comparisons yielded a similar
relationship (F=8. 05; p< •. 005) as did pre to post Course differences
(F=6.75; p<.Ol).

Means and standard deviations for these analyses are

presented in Appendix L.

The post intervention to follow-up

comparisons were not significant (for Course F=0.83; p=ns; for course
difference over time F=O.OO; p=ns).

Collectively, the results of this

analysis suggest that: 1) Participants in the Long Course demonstrated
significantly greater gains in relationship satisfaction as measured
by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale than their Short Course counterparts in
the pre to post comparisons, which is support for hypothesis 5; 2) The
Course comparisons indicate that participants in the Long Course
showed significantly greater gains in relationship satisfaction than
did the wait list control group couples which is support for
hypothesis 6; and 3) Comparisons of post to follow-up indicated that
whatever gaLl'ls were made did not deteriorate from post to

thus providing further support for hypothesis 6.

follo~'l-Up,

These results are

graphically depicted in Figure 4.
Summary of Hypotheses Testing
In conclusion, 4 of 6 hypotheses were supported.

Essentially
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-Long Course
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100

I
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Figure
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one week

15 week

Post Test

Follow-up

Results comparing group mean scores of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale at three

measurement occasions (pre test, post test, follow-up) for the Long Course
and Short Course of Couples Growing Together.
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the results show that the Long Course of "Couples Growing Together" is
significantly more effective than the Short Course when evaluated on
factors of communication and relationship satisfaction.

Moreover,

these effects were not transitory as evidenced by the maintenance of
gains over a 15 week period.

Hypothesis 1 and 4 were rejected,

because there was not significant improvement in communication or
relationship satisfaction for the Short Course participants when
compared with the wait list control group.

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
This chapter will briefly summarize the conclusions found in
the study, then a discussion of the implications of these conclusions
will follow.

The implications are divided into two areas,

implications for program development and implications for further
research.

The limitations of the study are also discussed and are

included within the recommendations for further research.
Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to validate the couple
enrichment program, Couples Growing Together.

Two forms of this

program exist; the Short Course is an 8 hour, one day program and the
Long Course consists of 8 weekly 2 hour sessions.
validated separately.

Each format was

It should be noted that one additional test was

given in the process of this research which was not germane to the
study.
The results support the hypotheses that the Long Course does
lead to a statistically significant improvement for participants in
the area of marital

co~rnunication

and dyadic satisfaction.

The

results for the Short Course participants were not statistically
significant.
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The fact that when communication improved significantly, so
did the degree of marital satisfaction, and when the communication
improved only slightly, the degree of satisfaction did not improve, is
perhaps support for the observation by Satir (1964), Brainerd, (1978),
Boyd and Roach (1977), and others

refer~ed

to in Chapter 2.

They had

observed that a positive relationship exists between marital
adjustment and a couple's capacity to communicate, and that open
honest communication is a major factor in satisfying marital
relationships.
Attention paid to Udry's (1966) note of caution that selective
communication is the key to a successful marriage probably also
contributed to the positive results.

Each of the exercises directed

toward improving communication is fairly short and succinct.

At the

same time there is an inherent quality which leads to redirecting
communicated messages so that

a~phasis

is given to the sender taking

responsibility for the discretionary nature of the content.
The results which indicate that the Long Course of Couples
Growing Together is more effective than the Short Course is comparable
to Farris' (1979) findings with another program.

lVhen couples were

exposed to a weekend course, their communication improved but there
was no concomitant increase in their marital satisfaction.

Many

conjectures can be made as a result, such as that on weekends couples
may not learn new skills thoroughly enough to be able to make them a
part of their routine interaction at a level that is significant
enough to impinge on their perceptions of one another.
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Implications
The results of this study have several implications for the
further development of the Couples Growing Together program and for
future research on both the Short Course and Long Course formats.
Program Development
Gurman and Kniskern (1981) have suggested that data analyses
for outcome research not be limited to comparisons of means but
extended to direct examination of both statistical data, which was
partially the intent of sections of Chapter 4, and to non statistical
data.

This latter examination is appropria.te here, as the results

may lead to changes that can be implemented to make the Long Course
format of Couples Growing Together more powerful, and the Short
Course format outcome results statistically significant.

Therefore

this section will include a discussion of the results of the Exercise
Evaluations for both Self and Marriage, and the Couples Growing
Together Questionnaire, as well as conclusions drawn from weekly
comments made on the Leaders' Log.
Exercise Evaluation-Self and Exercise Evaluation-Marriage.
All participants were asked to give a subjective rating for each of
the exercises at three assessment periods, namely after each session,
at post test, and at follow-up.

Subjects rated the exercises as

'very helpful' (4), 'helpful' (3), 'not sure' (2), or 'not helpful'
(1).

Couples in each Course were further asked to evaluate the

exercises after each session according to two criteria:

how helpful

the exercise was to themselves, then how helpful they thought the
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exercise would be to other couples (Appendix G).

Each of these

exercises was fully described in Chapter 3.
It was speculated that over the period of eight weeks for the
Long Course, the two measure for Self and the measure for Harriage
would be more disparate at the beginning of the program than at the
end.

The rationale for this was that as couples came to feel

comfortable with the experiential aspect of the course, their
acceptance of new knowledge would be more personal rather than
academic.

No consistent pattern emerged.

All results in the form of

mean responses are presented in Appendix H.
It was further speculated that for all groups there would be a
difference between the rating for one's self and the rating for
marriage generally.

With few exceptions, the overall rating for "how

valuable you consider each exercise would be to enriching a couple's
relationship" was approximately a half point higher than the rating
for "how valuable the exercise was for you".

This is perhaps

indicative of these participant's reluctance to whole-heartedly open
themselves to personal change and. growth, yet to be able to
acknowledge that growth is possible.

Because of the consistency of

difference between the "self" and "marriage" answers, for the sake of
efficiency there will be no differentiation between the two measures
in the rest of this discussion of Exercise Evaluation although they
are presented separately in Appendix H.
Exercises which the Long Course couples found to be very
helpful on a sessional rating basis were "Written Dialogue", "I
feel. ,. IS, and "Verbalizing j-lants".

There were no exercises deemed not
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to be helpful.

At post test, only "Verbalizing l-lants" was globally

rated as being very helpful, although "I feel ••• " and "Letter Writinr"
did come close, and "Couple Conference" had a large increase in
ratings.

No exercises were rated as not being helpful.

At follow-up

assessment, "I feeL •• " still received a rating of very helpful and
none were not helpful.

"Hand Dance" did not receive enthusiastic

ratings; this may have been due to the fact that it 1s included to
teach a point about how exhausting authoritarian relationships can be
and not to establish a new direction for the couple themselves.

On

the assessment sheets, a few people spontaneously wrote in the words
"but fun" beside it.

In future presentations of the workshop, "Hand

Dance" will be removed from the Exercise Evaluation ratings.
other exercise that bears comment is "Couple Conference";

The

it was

included at the sixth session and couples commented that they had
already dealt so fully with their current issues that it did not have
a personal impact at that time.

In future workshops it will be

implemented in session two.
The Short Course couples also evaluated the exercises at the
end of each day.

Participants found "I feel. •• ", "Sharing Strengths",

"Verbalizing Hants", and "Written Dialogue" to be very helpful, and
"Sharing Appreciations" close behind.
not being helpful.

No exercises were considered as

At post test "I feel ••• " and "Hritten Dialogue"

were still considered as very helpful with "Sharing Appreciations"
still very high on the helpful scale.

There were still no exercises

at post test or follow-up which were globally deemed not helpful.

At
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follow-up no exercises were rated as very helpful although "I feeL •• "
and "Sharing Strengths" were very high on the helpful scale.
Wives almost consistently rated the value of the exercises
much higher than their husbands did.

The one exception was on the

"Love Life Development Test", which was only for the Long Course, and
which men rated as being more helpful than did the women at each
testing period.

One might make a conjecture that this "test" gave the

men more language tools with which to describe their true thouBhts,
feelings, and responses.
Couples Growing Together Questionnaire.

This questionnaire

containing 6 open-ended questions was given at both post test and
follow-up.

Because the Short Course was deemed to be not as effective

as the Long Course, the results will be discussed separately.
The first question was "What changes, if any, have you noticed
in your partner which could be related to your experience in the
COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER program?"

At post test the responses for

Long Course participants could be coded as ranging from "my partner is
more understanding", to "he is more open" to "she tries harder".

At

follow-up this group focused on the same answers, with the mode
pertaining to statements of being more open.

Short Course

participants had a wider range of answers; however 70.8% of those
responding also gave greater understanding, openness, and trying
harder as answers.

At follow-up, 78.3% focused their answers on these

three descriptions.
The second question asked, "To what in the workshop might you
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attribute these changes?" (from question 1).

At post test for the

Long Course 33.3% claimed the changes were due to the whole program,
and another 33.3% attributed them to the "I feel ..... exercise and to
improved communications generally.

By follow-up, 38.5% attributed the

changes exclusively to the "I feel. .... exercise, while 33.3% claimed
the whole program was responsible for the changes.

The Short Course

participants identified the improved communications as being most
responsible for changes in their partners, and also noted that the
whole program, the "I feel. •• " exercise, and the conflict resolution
also contributed significantly.

a~ercise

At follow-up the whole

program was the mode response.
In answer to the question, "What changes, if any, have you
noticed in yourself which could be related to your experience in the
COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER program?" the

majcr1t~~

of the Long Course

participants related at both post test and follow-up that they now had
more understanding of themselves, their partners, and of the
relationship.

The Short Course respondents agreed with this at post

test and at follow-up.

However, at follow-up even more Short Course

people described themselves as trying harder as a result of the
workshop.
When asked what it was in the workshop that would account for
these changes, the mode answer

f~r

the Long Course at both post test

and follow-up was the whole program.

This was also the modal response

for the Short Course at post test, and the next most popular response
was that the "I feel ••• " exercise accounted for personal change.

At
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follow-up, 31.6% of respondents attributed personal change to the "I
feel. •• II exercise.
The fifth question asked was, "In what way has the COUPLES
GROWING TOGETHER training been useful to you and your partner in your
relationship?"

The response overwhelmingly ascribed increased

knowledge and improved communication as being most useful for both
groups at post test as well as follow-up.

This spontaneous answer

regarding communication is interesting in light of the discussion in
Chapter 2 which reviews research which pinpoints poor communication as
being a significant contributor to marital breakdown.

An

average of

60.9% of each group responded in this fashion.
The last question asked if there was anything the respondent
would like to tell the leaders about their involvement in the
workshop.

Although most of the participants gave quite extensive

testimonials supporting the program, there is harder evidence
elsewhere to establish the validity of Couples Growing Together.
In summary, the enthusiasm of these subjective responses for
both the Long Course and Short Course groups attests to the fact that
as well as many people learning a great deal about themselves, their
partner, and their relationships, they enjoyed the process.

There did

not seem to be a difference in the intensity of the responses between
the two groups, even though the Short Course group did not demonstrate
significant change as a result of the program.
Leaders' Log.

The leaders kept a sessional log for the

purposes of recording any unusual occurences in the group and for
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documenting the need for changes in the program.

The outstanding

thing noted over time in the Long Course was how participants,
especially men, were polite but reluctant to become involved in the
exercises;

they seemed to prefer to talk about marriage rather than

experience involvement, which is consistent with observations made by
Urban (1981).

By the last session the men themselves were able to

recognize how much more comfortable they were with discussing feelings
and problem solving.
Further Research
In the process of carrying out validation research on Couples
Growing Together, it became evident that there are new areas of
research needed.

For example, in this study the subjects were all

members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.

These

couples are a somewhat unique group in that they are all members of a
subculture which places a strong emphasis on the leadership role of
males and upon the need for wives to be good followers and supportive
of their spouses (Urban, 1981).

This is quite a departure from the

expectations of many couples in 1984, and it is questionable whether
these results can be generalized to the population as a whole.
Couples Growing Together will have to be researched on more
heterogeneous populations.

Obviously replication would lessen threats

to ecological validity.
Although the economic situation for many of the participants
in this study might indicate that they are not middle class, their
values and aspirations very definitely put them in this socia-economic
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category.

It would be appropriate to ascertain how effective the CGT

program would be in other than a middle class population.

The ability

to benefit from this program may relate to education level and
intelligence.

If this is so, it may be possible to redesign the

program to fit the needs of couples with different backgrounds and
abilities.

Therefore, to test such a hypothesis, innovative and

concerted efforts would have to be made to recruit participants who
are not middle class.
A few of the couples enrolled in this program might consider
that they had major problems in their

rela~ionship.

However, none

would have been labelled distressed.

It would be important to discern

whether the Long Course would be as effective with distressed couples
as non-distressed.

This would address the issue of whether

is necessary to screen out people with distressed

~r

not it

rela~ionships,

to

put them in a special group, or to treat them like non-distressed
couples once they are enrolled.

A related issue would be to

investigate under what circumstances Couples Growing Together might be
used most effectively in conjunction with marital therapy.
The Short Course, although not showing statistically
significant improvement in relationship satisfaction and marital
communication in this study, may have the potential to be altered so
that the program can still be given in a weekend setting with
significant results.

For example, it may be given over two weekends,

or over a two day, or two and a half day period.

Essentially what

needs to be determined is how the program can effectively meet the
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needs of couples who are unable to attend on a weekly sessional basis.
One approach wculd be to investigate the relative
exercise for change.

impo~tance

of each

If it turned out that two or three exercises

were to account for most of the change, these exercises could be the
focus of the program.
a~ercises

Furthermore, the relative importance of the

could be mediated by factors such as the nature of the

population (eg. Mormons) and the socioeconomic status.
The Long Course could also be further investigated to
determine if a longer, or shorter, time would have similar or greater
benefits.

If the course were longer, the benefits gained from more

time would have to be assessed against the possibility of increased
attrition or increased difficulty in recruiting couples for a longer
period.
Although the components of Couples

Gro~nng

Together were rated

by the participants 1 this evaluation was very subjective.

The

components need to be studied to ascertain which are the most
effective.

Also, a measure which would differentiate between the

acquisition versus the performance of

~kills

would be helpful in

assessing the value of the different components.
Since the significant changes reported in these studies were
based on participant evaluations and responses only, it is uncortain
whether these results represent placebo or real effects.

Because the

global self-report measures are possibly influenced by the
facilitator, especially if he or she is well liked by the group, the
use of a credible attention-placebo control group is needed in future
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research.

Moreover, the believability of positive changes would be

enhanced by the presentation of additional supportive data generated
through non-participant rating sources.
Several writers (Dillard, 1981; Gurman & Kniskern, 1978), have
posited another dimension of evaluating research of program evaluation
outcome studies by having the leader/facilitator assess the
effectiveness of both the program and the increase in skills and
satisfaction of the couple by observing their interactions and
reactions.

In the present study, many of the participants, especially

in the Long Course, were eager to discuss their progress.

They were

observing and documenting changes in their occupations, immediate and
extended family relationships,

and social interactions which they

attributed to skills learned in the couple enrichment experiences. In
studies such as the present one, there is not an opportunity to
present this type of documen.tation.

Furthermore, the leaders

themselves could measure and code weeldy changes in participants'
skills once a base line was established.

Such assessments would

appear to be a potentially valuable supplement to the self-report
measures, once scales were developed so that measurement could be
clearly and consistently taken for all subjects.

It must be noted,

though, that this approach is fraught with potential biases from both
the facilitators and the participants (such as the limited interaction
between couples and leaders, the facilitator's

~wn

sense of efficacy,

and the willingness of participants to demonstrate their skills).
In the same vein, it should be possible to demonstrate that
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changes within the marital relationship yield meaningful positive
effects in the interaction between spouses and their children.

In

fact, Mace and Mace (1976) have argued that since the marital dyad is
the central subunit of the nuclear family, family living might be made
tremendously more satisfying as a result of marriages which have had
growth-inducing experiences.

The demonstration of generalizability of

the enrichment effect to other family relationships would be a
powerful argument for the proliferation of such programs.

The

evaluation of other relationships would also contribute to an
assessment of program effectiveness less likely to be influenced by
the placebo responses (Gurman & Kniskern,1977).
Outcome studies such as the present research may be influenced
by the personalities and motivations of the leaders.
also one of the leaders in this study.

The author is

It would be interesting to

compare several presentations of the Long Course format of Couples
Growing Together with differences in leadership being the independent
variable.

Leaders who are personally committed to the program may

have an investment in its success, which could tend to determine its
effectiveness.

The Long Course would be chosen, first of all because

there is already evidence of its effectiveness with at least one
population, and because there is far more opportunity for interaction
between couples and the leaders over eight weeks, especially with all
of the intervening

probl~~s

that inevitably arise.

This particular

suggestion for further research is based on the observation by many
writers who speculate that the therapist characteristics can
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contribute up to 157. of the outcome variance and a further 157. of
change can be contributed by the relationship between therapist and
client, or leader and group (Beutler, 1984).

Conversely, it would be

interesting to establish if leaders who were successful in presenting
Couples Growing Together would do a well leading other marital
enrichment programs which have

previously shown varying degrees of

effectiveness.
There were five limitations presented in Chapter 3, and each
has been addressed in these recommendations for further research.

At

this time a few speculative comments are pertinent with regard to
limitations relating to the subjects.

All couples were members of the

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and hence, as well as
being a homogeneous group, subscribe to values inherent in the
teaching of the church related to the sacredness of marriage.
Possibly couples denied the presence of problems in the relationship
because, to admit and explore them would mean they had been derelict
in their religious duties.

As well, if men are instructed to be

leaders of their families (Urban, 1981) and they do not have ready
answers, then they cannot admit to problems.

One could make a

conjecture that at pre test a rosier picture of the relationship is
presented than is true.

As couples work through the program and

realize that conflict to some degree is an aspect of most marriages,
and that they are discovering answers to deal with their problems,
perhaps they can be honest with themselves about what is really going
on without feeling defeated.

This would be reflected in lower scores
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at post test, and even at follow-up.

Therefore, pre test scores would

be elevated to make the person look good and claim acceptable
adherence to the ideals of a perfect marriage, and post test and
follow-up scores would be a truer reflec1ion of the state of the
marriage.
The preceeding argument has implications for the difference in
results of the effectiveness of the Short Course and Long Course of
Couples Growing Together.

In the Long Course, participants have an

opportunity to identify their problems, to realize that they are not
alone with these marriage issues, to learn skills that make them feel
more competent and confident to deal with problems in the future, and
to recognize that they are striving toward ideals rather than having
to pretend they have already accomplished them.

In the Short Course,

participants may be feeling discouraged because they come face to face
with conflict issues but do not have the opportunity through weeltly
sessions and homework to work these problems through using their new
skills in communication and problem solving.

They need more of both

group and leader support than they can get in one eight hour period.
A very important phase of Adlerian marriage counseling is the initial
establishment of a relationship; possibly this was not accomplished in
the Short Course and couples had to 'keep the faith' until they knew
that there were acceptable new concepts to replace the tenaciously
held ideals. This might explain why their scores on the Marital
Communication Inventory and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale did not
increase.

To conclude this argument, because the pretest scores were
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elevated (rosy) and post and follow-up were a truer indication of some
improvement but not as much as the Long Course, post and'follow-up
scores seem not to have increased when, in fact, they may have.

It is

recommended, then, that in future research measurement tools be used
that would make appropriate adjustments for having to idealize one's
marital relationship.
One further speculative comment is that each couple has their
own perception of what makes a marriage.

If they have never

experienced intense satisfaction within a relationship, then they do
not know what they are missing until they discover a way that they
like better.

Maybe these couples were not communicating well, but

thought that they were.

At pre test they presented their own reality;

once they were presented with other possibilities they may have been
discouraged and this is reflected in the post and follow-up results
for the Short Course, as they had been introduced to a different way
which they not had time to internalize.
Applicability of Measures
Ideally outcome evaluation should employ measures which assess
program objectives.
research.

There may be some inconsistencies in this

Couples Growing Together is supposed to improve

communication and enhance problem solving skills.

Perhaps some of the

relationship between the Marital Communication Inventory and the
Dyadic Adjustment Scale and the objectives of the program are still
questionable.

In the future, it would be appropriate to find or

develop non-intrusive measures in which the researcher can have
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greater confidence that one is actually assessing what the program is
trying to accomplish, namely to increase marital satisfaction.

Swnmary
The statistical analyses of the Long Course format of Couples
Growing Together generated sufficient positive results to conclude
that it is a most promising couple enrichment program.

It would be

advantageous to use this initial study as a basis for a more extensive
evaluation of its different components and towards the development of
an increasingly more adequate and powerful preventative and possibly
intervening strategy for marital living.
__

S~ort

A subjective analysis of the

Course also suggests that it has more promise than the

statistical

ana~ysis

supports.

However, radical changes are needed in

its format, then research to validate the revised program.

APPENDIX A
LETTER OF INVITATION TO POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS
LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF TUCSON EAST STAKE
REGISTRATION FORM FOR COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
T U C SON,

ARI Z 0 N A

85721

COLLEGE OP EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE
(602) 626-3218

June 30, 1983
A letter to members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
Re: COUPLES GROWING TOGETIIER
As a doctoral student in the Department of CounselinG and Guidance
at the University of Arizona, I am doing research on a marriaGe
enrichment proGram, "Couples Growinc Together", that was written and
published in 1979. Although the program has been used widely by
Continuing Education Departments, Church Groups, and Family Education
Centers, it still needs to be validated.
An Invitation:
To validate the program, 36 couples are needed to participate in
either a one day (8 hour) workshop or an 8 week (2 hours per week)
program. Ilembers of the L.n.S. Church are invited to be these couples.
Ideally, interested couples would be available for any of the sessions,
so they could be randomly assigned. I!owever, this requirement could
interfere with personal scheduling and may not be possible.
The Procram
"Couples Growing Tor;ether" is a marriage enrichment program which
is based on the premise that couples want to live well together, but
sometimes need extra guidance from an outside source. The emphasis is
on:
a) Communication Skills
b) Greater awareness of current interaction patterns
c) Problem Solving
Couples focus on the assets of each individual and on the strengths
of the relationship. They have an opportunity to re-examine those
positive things that they have corne to take for granted, and to learn a
new sense of appreciation for themselves, for each other, and for what
they have created together. Personal issues are discussed privately and
are never aired in the group setting.
Participating Couples:
Couples who meet the requirements for this study are those who have
been married for three years, do not feel that they have major problems
in their relationship, have not been involved in a marriage enrichment
program since September, 1982, and are not currently in marriage
counseling. The couples themselves are not being evaluated in any way;
it is the "Couples Growing Together" program which is being validated.
Couples will be given several pen and paper assessment measures before
and after the program and will be identified only by the last four
digits of their social security number. Although the leaders will be
aware of the names of the participants, they will not be able to connect
names with the individual assessments.
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There is no charge for "Couples Growing Together" although this
program usually costs about S 50.00 per couple. The only request is
that once a couple co~it thenselves to attend, they do not
unnecessarily miss a session. It is recommended that each partner brine
a notebook; a shorthand notebook is most effective.
Leaders:
The leaders are Clair and Roland Hawes, who have themselves been
married for 20 years. Clair is currently a doctoral student and has
been a counselor in private practice, with an emphasis on marriage
counseling, for 12 years. Roland has been a school administrator and is
presently a professional counselor.
Dates:
Program A:

One day workshop, 9 a.n. - 5 p.m. on Saturday September 17,
1983, with a brief booster session in mid January, 198/••
Bring a lunch or plan to go out for lunch.

P1:ogram B:

One day workshop, 9 a.m. - 5 p.m. on Saturday January 21,
1984, with a brief booster session in mid ~(ay, 1984. This
group will meet for one hour on Thursday Septenber 22, at
8:00 p.m. so that a preliminary assessment can be completed.

Prollram C:

Eight week program, 7:30 - 9:30 p.m. co~encinc Tuesday,
September 13, and continuing each Tuesday until Nov. 1
TIlere will be a booster session on Tuesday Feb. 28, 1984.

Prollram 0:

Eight week proeram, 7130 - 9130 p.n. co~encing tiednesday
Sept. 14 and continuing each lIedesday until Nov. 2. There
will be a booster session on !,ednesday, Feb. 29.

Location:
Locations will be announced later. It is hoped that facilities can
be acquired close to the homes of the majority of participatine couples.
Questions:
Anyone wishing further information may call Clair Hawes at
626-8168, except between July 22 and August 3.
Refjistration:
Couples who wish to participate are asked to sien on the attached
page. Each will be contacted before Labor Day.
Thank you very much.

E Clair Hawes

Oscar C. Christensen
Professor
Counseling and Guidance
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June 28, 1983

TUCSON ARIZONA EAST STME

Professionally I have worked closely with Clair Hawes during the
past year and I am also acquainted with her husband, and found them to
have very high values with a strong commitment to marriage.
Clair has had a great amount of experience as a marriage and family
counselor and has done considerable with marriage enrichment programs
in both the United States and Canada. While not a member of our church,
I found her to have the same concern about developing strong marriages
and also the sacredness of marriage, and would recommend the program
that she is offering as an excellent opportunity for couples to make
their good marriages better.
She will be conducting these programs to evaluate their effectiveness as a requirement for her doctoral program at the University of
Arizona, which will also help her to complete some much-needed research
on the effectiveness of marriage enrichment programs.

---

-----"'aul E. Dahl
Stake President
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REGISTRATION: COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER
Names:

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

Address __________________________________________________

'Phone Number

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

Programs we will not be available to attend:

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

Please return this form to either your President of the Relief Society
or your Quorum Priesthood Leader.

APPENDIX B
LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS REGISTERED IN THE LONG COURSE
OF COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER
LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS REGISTERED IN THE SHORT COURSE
OF COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
T U C SON,

A R 1Z 0 N A

85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF COUNSEL!NG AND GUIDANCE

(602) 626ol2lB

September 2, 1983

Dear______
Thank you for registering for the "Couples Growing Together" couple

enrichment program. We will be having our initial meeting at the
Palo Verde Seminary, 7001 East 21st, on Thursday, September 22, at
7130 P.M. This session should not lsst for more than one hour. If
you have any difficulty attendins that 6ession, please call me at
626-8168 and we will make alternate arrangements.
Our one day Saturday program will be on November 19, from 9 A.~. till
5 P.M. It will be held at the Adlerian Family Counselins Center,
1152 Nor.th Craycraft (at Halen Street). We do ask that you not plan
to go home at the lunch break, but instead bring a sack lunch or plan
to have lunch at a local restaurant. A beverage will be provided.
Bringing a notepad for each of you would also be helpful.
If your plans happen to have changed since you originally registered,
and you would now be able to attend either a Tuesday or Wednesday
night group which will meet for eight weeks commencing September 13
or 14, we would like to hear from you. (626-8168)
As the leaders of your group, my husband Roland and I look forward
very much to meeting you.
Sincerely,

E Clair Hawes
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
T U C SON,

ARI Z 0 N A

85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE

(602) 626-3218

September 2, 1983

Dear Hr. and Mrs •_____
Thank you for registering for the "Couples Growing Together" couple
enrichment program. We will be meeting at the Palo Verde Seminary,
7001 East 21st, on Tuesday, September 13 and every Tuesday thereafter
until November 1, from 7130 - 9130 P.M. You nay wish to leave the
Palo Verde Seminary telephone number with your family or babysitter.
It is 747-9437.
Please bring a notepad for each of you.
If you have questions or concerns of any nature, please call me any
time at 626-8168. As the leaders of your group, my husband and I
look forward very much to meeting you.
Sincerely,

E Clair Hawes

APPENDIX C

GENERAL

- COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER

INFOfu~TION

Wife_ _Husband_ _Date of birthl __I __I __ Date of Marriage__I __ ' __
If you have been married previously, please give the year(s) of the
man:iage(s),
and of its termination(s)
Were you a widow? _ __
divorcee? _ __
Chlldre,'l1
Sex
Date of birth

children of I

both husband

wife

foster

adopted

Which spouse suggested registration in Couples Growing Together? _____________
What was the other spouse's reaction?

Positive_ _ Neutral_ _ Negative_ _

On a scale of 1 (low) to 10 (high) to what extent would you rate your marriage a6
being traditional ?_ _
Do you have a temple marriage?
Annual Family Income: 0 - $15,000_ _ ; $15,000 - 30,00o_ _ ; over $30,000_ __
Your highest level of education obtained:
Have either of you had previous marriage enrichment experience?___ Who?
T1tla of
_________________________________________

~~en?

progrw~.

Are either of you currently in any form of marriage counseling? yes__ no_ _
Do you consider that you have a major problem in your marriage? yes__ no_ _
One goal of this program is to create an egalitarian relationship. On a scale of 1
(low) to 10 (high) to what extent do you agree with this goal ?_ _
Is there anything else you want the researchers to know about you?
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APPENDIX D
A MARITAL COMMUNICATION INVENTORY (FORM F)
FORM M (FOR MALES) IS EXACTLY THE SAME
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APPENDIX E
DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE
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DYADIC ADJUSnltl,"r SCALt
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urrled" (or 11 vee! to&Rther)
21. How often do you and your
p..s.nnlr qU&rTI1?

22. Holt orten do you and your .... t.
"Sit an each othlr', nerve.?'"
rvlry Day
23. Do you kill yOUl" mau?
All of
thll"l
20. Do you and your mat. Intl~e in
outlide interelt tQ&lther'?

then

the'"

o(

th ..-.

th..,..
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1I0\.' orten would you IIY the foUollinc eventl occur bet\Jeen you and yaur
lAll than
once a
""nth

N,vl\"

25.

HIVI

a

It1::nJl&tin~

Ci&te~

Once or
tuicI I
""nth

Once or
twice a

Once I
day

week

~:ore

oCten

exchanlie

of ld ...

27. C&l",ly dhcull IODtthinG

2B.

~ork

tosether on

project

I

The .. Ire lo"e thinCI lbout which coupl .. lonetin.. asr.e and lo"etines di .. gre.. Indicate if .ither ite,. bela,
caused dire.rences of opinions or were probl"",. in your relationlhip dur1R1i the p.. t f." week.. (ChIck ye. or no)
yu

No

:!9.

_ _ _ _ Beins too tired for •• x.

lO.

_ _ _ _ Not .holo"in& love.

ll. The dots on the followine 11n. npnsent different decree. of happiness in your relation.hip. The r.:id~le
point, Ithappy," reprelents the decree of happiness o( nost relationships. P1I •• ~ circle the dot wh1ch
best describes the decree of happin .... all thln&1 considered. of your relation.hip.

Fairl)'

rxtre~.llr

Cnha;>p)'

A Littl.

UnhIPP)'

HIpPY

Unh·PP)'

I'. .y

Exttenely

Happy

lIapp),

l2. I:hich of the followinG statenents best describe. how you !eel lbout the future of your
____

!o~~t dlsper~tlly

for oy relationship to lucceed, md

~

£2. !2

relationship to lucceed, and

~ ~

ill 1 ~

!:!!l ~

~

\.'~nt

very ouch fur

r.t)'

_ _ _ _ It would be nice if DY relationship lucceeded , but

!

nhtionlhip~

~ ~

w.mt very IlUch (or r.ly relationship to luccled, and

.!.!.!!.5!!!

to ne

!!!!. .!!!!!.!

Perfect

th~t

to ue

tt,~t

it does.

to 81e that it doei.

~ ~ ~

E2!!!h:!l1.

!!!! 22!!

!

~

do1.nr

no~

to helr·

it succ:eed.

_ _ _ _ It \#Ould be nice if it luce •• ded , but I
ulationship GoinG.

~

_ _ _ _ ~ty reht10nship can never ,ucceed, and ~
~oinE.

!2

~

~

!! !!2 ~!h!ll.

~

~!!.2.

it

do1nr nolo to kel;; the

to keef'l the relat1onsl",1 ..

APPENDIX F

COUPLES GROI/ING TOGETHER QUESTIOh'NAlRE

(CCTQ)

Date of ~Iarriage _ _ _ _ __
Husband__ WUe __
1.

a) What changes, if any, have you noticed in your partner which could be related
to your experience in the COUPLES GROWING TOGETHER progr&m7

b) To what in the workshop might you attribute theGe changes?

2.

a) h~at chances, if any, have you noticed in yourself which could ue related to
your experience 1n the COUPLES GROI:ING TOGETHER proeraJ.. 7

b) To what in the workshop might you attribute these changes?

3.

In what way has the COUPLES GROliING TOGETHER training been useful to you and
your partner in your relationship? Please be as specific as possible.

4.

Is there anything you would like to
the \Jorkshop?

t~ll

191

the leaders about their involvement 1n

APPENDIX G

Couples Growing Together Exercise Evaluation - Marriage
(Short Course)
Marriage Date_I_I_
Husband

Wife

---

The following is a list of experiential exercises from the Couples
Growing Together Program. Using the code below, please circle the
number that best describes how valuable you consider each exercise
would be to enriching a couple's relationship.
not
sure

not
helpful

helpful

very
helpful

Sharing Appreciations
(Getting Acquainted)

1

2

3

4

Hand Dance
(Boss vs. Equals)

1

2

3

4

"I feel .....

1

2

3

4

Sharing Strengths

1

2

3

4

Verbalizing Wants

1

2

3

4

Determining Personal
Space

1

2

3

4

Couples Communication
Check List

1

2

3

4

Written Dialogue

1

2

3

4

Conflict Resolution
(thermometer)

1

2

3

4

Five Freedoms
(Back Massage)

1

2

3

4

Coat of Arms

1

2

3

4
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Couples Growing Together Exercise Evaluation - Marriage
(Long Course)
Marriage Date___I ___I ___
Husband

Wife

---

The following is a list of experiential exercises from the Couples
Growing Together Program. Using the code below, pleasg circle the
number that best describes how valuable you consider each exercise
would be to enriching a couple's relationship.
not
helpful

not
sure

helpful

very
helpful

Sharing Appreciations
(Getting Acquainted)

1

2

3

4

Family Constellation

1

2

3

4

Hand Dance
(Boss vs. Equals)

1

2

3

4

"r feel ••• "

1

2

3

4

Sharing Strengths

1

2

3

4

Verbalizing Wants

1

2

3

4

2

3

4

Determining Personal
Spaca
Couples Communication
Check List

1

2

3

4

Wdtten Dialogue

1

2

3

4

Letter Writing

1

2

3

4

Couple Conference

1

2

3

4

Conflict Resolution
(thermometer)

1

2

3

4

Love-Life
Development Test

1

2

3

4

Five Freedoms
(Back Massage)

1

2

3

4

Couple Contract

1

2

3

4

Coat of Arms

1

2

3

4

APPENDIX H

Couples Growing Together Exercise Evaluation - Self
(Short Course)
Marriage Date___I ___I ___
Husband

Wife

---

The following is a list of experiential exercises you were involved in,
in the Couples Growing Together Workshop. Using the code below, please
circle the number that best describes how valuable the exercise was for
you.
not
helpful

not
sure

helpful

very
helpful

Sharing Appreciations
(Getting Acquainted)

1

2

3

4

Hand Dance
(Boss vs. Equals)

1

2

3

4

"I feel ••• "

1

2

3

4

Sharing Strengths

1

2

3

4

Verbalizing Wants

1

2

3

4

Determining Personal
Space

1

2

3

4

Couples Communication
Check List

1

2

3

4

Written Dialogue

1

2

3

4

,J.

2

3

4

Five Freedoms
(Back Massage)

1

2

3

4

Coat of Arms

1

2

3

4

Conflict Resolution
(thermometer)
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Couples Growing Together Exercise Evaluation - Self
(Long Course)
Narriage Date_/ __ / _
Husband

----

Wife

The following is a list of experiential exercises you were involved in,
in the Couples Growing Together Program. Using the code below, please
circle the number that best describes how valuable each exercise was for
you.
not
helpful

not
sure

helpful

very
helpful

Sharing Appreciations
(Getting Acquainted)

1

2

3

Fanily Constellation

1

2

3

Hand Dance
(Boss vs. Equals)

1

2

3

4

"I feel ••• "

1

2

3

4

Sharing Strencths

1

2

3

4

Verbalizing l{ants

1

2

3

4

Determining Personal
Space

1

2

3

4

Couples Connunication
Check List

1

2

3

lJritten Dialogue

1

2

3

4

Letter l{ri ting

1

2

3

4

Couple Conference

1

2

3

4

Conflict Resolution
(thermoneter)

1

2

3

4

Love-Life
Developnent Test

1

2

3

4

Five Freedoms
(:Back ~!as sage)

1

2

3

4

Couple Contract

1

2

3

4

Coat of Arms

1

2

3

Leaders' Log
Date,_ _ _ _ _ _ .

Program.
Observations

Couple

~

i-

~

!-

~

J--

~

t-

h

h

h

h

t-'

'!)

a-

~
h

>

j.-

t--

w

r--h

~
h

General Observations
Recommendations for Program Change

I-d
I-d

t<:I

8
H
X

H

APPENDIX J
A COUPLE'S COMMUNICATION CHECKLIST
Directions:
TICk off e~ch question qUickly In the appropri~te space, on
the basis of your feelings right now. Mentally fill your
panner"s Mme In each black.

0·10%
of time

SO'"
o( time

'Xl. 100'"
o( time

_ _ _ _ notices new things.

2.
3.
4.

5

pays me compliments.
's voice Inilates me.
is blunt

_____ expresses respect and

~dmlratlon.

shows anger with
rm disturbed when
me.
7.
____ is a tonic when I'm depressed.
6.

- - - ----

is not listening
8 ! get the impreSSIon
when I talk.
9 I am usulllly the listener in conversations.

10. I play conversation games; I pretend I am listening
when my mind is actually far away.
11
____ anticipates what I wish to say.
I-

12.

- - ---

_ _ _ _ says one thing and means another.

13. _ _ _ _ grasps what' want to say. even when
have difficulty expressing It.
14. _ _ _ _ talk!. about outside Interests and about
work (job. hamel with me.
15. _ _ _ _ tells me what Is most Imponant In
hislher hfe.
16. We discuss common interests.
17. I Clln discuss problems ....1th
being overcome bv mv feeLngs
18. _ _ _ _ interrupts when I am spellking.
19.
20.

without

Money discussions lelld to arguments or silence.
's feelings are a riddle to me.

IT DOES NOT MATTER WHERE THE TICK IS. WHAT DOES MATTER 15 THAT WE TALK ABOUT IT!
Copyright © 1979 by E Clair Hawes. Permission to reproduce this hllndout (or use
only in II Couple Enrichment Study Group is granted. Other use requires written per·
mission by the a~thor.
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Cell means and standard deviation
for Narital Communication Inventory
Long Course
Assessment
Occasion

Hale

I-'

\Q

Female
-SD

X

Short Course

X

Hale
SD

X

Female
SD

X

SD

Pre

88.25

13.87

95.13

13.63

88.33

21.89

95.40

15.67

Post

88.57

12.63

98.86

13.06

88.77

18.07

94.69

12.23

11.82

102.67

15.68

90.77

18.37

96.38

15.33

Follow-up

96.57

>
I-d
I-d

tr:1

CO

8
H

X

X

94.67

X

91. 39

SI)

13.64

SD

17.68

?':

Cell means and standard deviation for Dyadic Adjustment Scale

Long Course
Assessment
Occasion

Female

Hale
SD

X

Short Course

X

Female

Hale
SO

X

SD

X

SO

Pre

103.00

17.64

110.25

8.99

100.00

31.41

107.87

24.96

Post

107.00

9.36

115.86

7.17

97.15

29.66

108.00

26.42

112.14

10.92

116.86

9.51

98.23

28.59

107.69

25.25

>

I-'
\Q
\Q

Follow-up

I-d
I-d
t>:I

S
H

x
t"'

X

110.66

X

104.18

SO

11.69

SO

24.39

APPENDIX M
MEANS OF RESPONSES FOR EXERCISE EVALUATION-SELF AND
EXERCISE EVALUATION-MARRIAGE AT THREE TESTING PERIODS,
AND BROKEN DOWN BY RESPONDENT SEX FOR EXERCISE EVALUATION-SELF
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l.t~n)o!

ruurse

Short

St·~sl.,nal

f:Kt• rcl~t·

Sharing Apprec tat tons

t.:vHluatlun

p ,,~ L

Tt·st
t::v~tu.1llon

Short Course

Long Course

Short Coune

Pos t Test
Exercise Evaluation

Follow-up
here lse Eva! ua t ton

Poll.,.,....up
Exucise Evaluation

Se lf

Harr !.age

Set f

Harrlage

Self

].48

2 .8 5
(h2 . 33/vJ. 29)

2.91

3.00
(h2.60/v3. JJ)

3 . 00

H.nr lage

Set f

i'l<•rr ial(e

Self

H.urlaK<'

).00
(h J. 00/v). 00)

). 38

).42
(hJ. 31/vl . 54)

J. 46

2. 71
(h2. 4 3/vl/00)

3.07

--

2.86
(h2 . 58/v3.14)

). 07

2 .4 6

2.00
(h2 . 14/vl.85)

2. 29

I. 72
(hI. 46/v2. 00)

1.87

I. 93
(h2.14/vl.71)

2.])

l. 50
(hl. Jfl/v3.62)

).69

]. 21
(h). 29/v3.14)

3 . 43

].42
(h). JO/v]. 54)

3.57

3. }6
(hJ.57/vJ . I4)

). 50

1.17
(h2 . 8J/vJ . 50)

] . 23

!land Dance

2. Jl
(h2. 25/v2 . 37)

2.69

..

Long Course

t:•erclst•

Set f

Faaily Constellation

"I feel ••

c. ,urse

5t•!q.; lPnal
Evaluathm

~:xerc isP

-2. 31
(hl.92/v2 .69)

). 20
(h3.00/v3 . 42)

--

--

Harrt.se

).08
(h2.69/v3.46)

).19

1.92
(hi. 52/v2 . 30)

2.08

]. Jl

].)5

3.69
(h3.62/v) . 75)

3. 56

Shar tng Strengths

3.07
(h2. 7l/v3 . 43)

) . 21

). 7l
(h3.62/vJ.85)

).81

). 21
(hl . OO/v3.4J)

). 21

).44
(h) . l5/v). 75)

3 . 45

3.00
(h2. 83/v3. 14)

2 . 90

). 21
(hJ . OO/vl.45)

).)6

Verbal iz lng Wants

). 50
(hl . l4/v3.86)

).50

) . 50
(h). Jl/v).69)

) . 58

].43
(h3. 14/vJ. 71)

]. )0

3 . 19
(h2.92/vJ.46)

) . ))

] . 15
(h) . 33/v3.00)

). 27

).09
(hJ.OO/v.317)

3 . 17

Peroonal Space/llelt Line

2 . 29
(hl.8b/v2 . 71)

2. 50

2 . 88
(h2.67/v].08)

3. 12

2. 71
(h2. 71/v2. 71)

]. 07

2.61
(h2. 36/v2.83)

2. 74

2 . 71
(h2.57/v2.86)

2.67

2. 53
(h2. 11/vJ. 00)

2.17

c~nlcatlon

). 41
(hl.86/v2 . 71)

) . J6

J . 12
(hJ . OO/vJ. 2J)

J. 15

2 . 9)
(h2 . 71/vJ. 14)

3. 21

2.83
(h2.64/vJ.OO)

2.90

2.64
(h2. 20/v3. 00)

2.89

2.68
(h2. 40/vJ. 00)

2.89

Written Dialogue

). 58
(hJ . JJ/v3.83)

3 . 50

) . 62
(hJ.62/vJ.62)

) . 65

).14
(hJ. 29/vJ.OO)

) . 29

) . 46
(h). 31/v3.62)

3. 57

2.92
(h2.83/vJ.OO)

3.00

2.96
(hJ.OO/v2.92)

).15

Letter Writing

). 42
(h]. J 1/vJ. 50)

].42

- -

3.07
(hJ.OO/vl.l4)

), 4 3

--

2 . 93
(h). 29/v2. 57)

) . 42

Couple Conference

2.57
(h2 . 86/v2. 29)

2. 79

--

- -

3.21
(hJ.OO/vJ.4J)

J . 29

--

2.62
(h2.8J/v2.4l)

3.08

Confli c t Resolution

2. Q2
(hl.l7/v2.6 7)

).08

). 32
(hJ.t5/vJ. 50)

] . 27

2. 71
(h2. S 7/v2. 86)

2.116

2. 27
(h2. 50/v2. 00)

2. 56

2.80
(h2. 92/v2 .69)

).08

l.ove Life !lev. Test

) . 21
(h3.4J/vl. 00)

J . 36

3. 07
(h). 29/w2.88)

]. 07

2. 77
(h3 . 00/v2 . 57)

3.11

2. so
(h2. 40/ v 2. nO)

).00

) . 00

2.64
(h2.80/v2. 50)

). 00

2. 50
(h2.67/v2.33)

2.90

1.92
(hl.62/v2. 33)

2. 31

Couple Contract

3.2)
(h2 . H1/vl. n 1)

).) )

- -·

).00
(h2.86/v).l4)

).07

2. 93
(h2. 71/v3.14)

2.92

Coat of Arru

2 . 92
(h 2. R 1/vJ.OO)

J . OO

2 . 9n

2. 79
(h2.86/w 2. 71)

2.71

2. 70
(h2 . 86/v2 . 71)

2. 75

2. 35

2.18

Fire

Check List

rre~donlo

l.eRend:

0.00-1.49: nnt ht'lpful

I. ',f)- 2. 49: no t !i urc

2.69
(h2.4&/w2.n)

2.1!1
(h2.40/wl . lS)

2.50-1 .4'1 : h•ctpfod

).50- 4.00: very helpful

h : hush.md

2 . 88
(h2.8S/w2.92)

--

).48

-2. )6
(h2.15/w2.58)

2.40
(h2. I S/v2 .6 7)

2. 70

2. 50

(h3 . 00/v3.62)

(h2. OO/v2.69)

v : vlf e

N

0
I-I
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