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© ABSTRACT

. . . “\. ’ \ . M . .
The fntreasing emphasis on the re1ationship aspects of marriage -

'

has been accompan1ed by the need for more effectmzf ways of communicat-

1ng within the mar1ta1 dyad In response, progra s pr1mar11y concerned '

o

with enr1ch1ng funct1on1ng marr1ages have em\rged in recent years . Then

|

main focus of the current study has been to 1nvest1gate the effect of
one such program, the Marr1age Enr1chment Program (MEP) on 19 coup1e5°
who took the MEP dur1ng February and March of 1974. Thus the 11terature
reviewed has - out11ned _the h1st0r1ca1 and theoretical antecedent of the
marriage enrlchment movement as, we11 as presented some mode]s of
- programs and re]ated research
A]thoﬁgh 19 couples cbmmenced the six- w?ek program two dere

excluded from the study as they did not comp1ete'3he initial set 'of

1nstrumenﬂ - The rema1n1ng 34 part1c1pants ranged in age from 19 years
to 54 years and were 1nv0]ved in thegr dyad1c re]atqonsh1ps<jj§?}one to

21 years. A var1ety of occupat1ons were represented. \ we

The data for the investigation were obtained from three re]at1on- ‘
r .

*sh1p 1nventor1es and one persona11ty 1nventory which were comp]eted

before the commencement of the MEP and aga1n on its: comp]et1on The

o, P

~,re1at1onsh1p 1nventor1esbwere chosen, for the1r relevance to the goals of

¢

the MEP A fo]lowup quest1onna1re, des1gned by the writer, was:sent out

»s1k months after the MEP in order to o?&aﬂn the participants' view of

-'tHe program S

{ i
1

- ‘ ) . . l

! Findings obtained fTom the inventories and ‘the fo]lgwup question-

naire have been reported separately.  However, a following discussion®on

differenqes oceurring among the participant couples has employed

N

v



-1nformat1on from both the 1nventor1es and the followup questionnaire.,
An exam1nat1on of the f1nd1ngs ob¢a1ned from the 1nyentor1es
revealed a s1gn1f1can;,1ncrease on, two df ‘the re]at1onsh1p 1nventor1es
No signjficant 1nCreaseJ?ccurred.on_tHe;mTTﬁj relationship 1nyentory

o N
s . ) .
\¥
o - ‘ ’ N
el ‘ .
<
)

respondentsfindioated

or on the personality invento

Comments from the fol]ow&'
that they regarded the MEP as an € fect1ye program and that theyvhad

cont1nued toluse some of the commun1cat1on skills 1earned in the ot
program Group‘leaders were eva]uated as the ost useful aspect of the
MEP, fo]]owed c]ose]y by the ﬁn'sess1on exerc1ses and the\1og book.
D1scuss1on of d1fferences among the part1c1pant coup1es of th1s

MEP 1nvest1$at1on “has 1nd1cated that a few couples' needs were more
appropr1ate to therapy than to ah‘gnr1chment program | It has bLen \
suggested that one of tbe relationship 1nstruments m1ght be emp]oyed in
screening app11cants for the MEP. \However, sinte some of these coup]es
tound the ME? usefui and oonstruct1ve, use of the program ‘as a supple-
ment to therapy has been suggested |

© Tt was concTuded that the effects of the MEP ‘were construct1ve,
'though not a]ways enr1ch1ng for the part1c1pants of this study. The
11m1tat1ons of the current 1nvest1gat1on\have 1nd1cated the ‘need for -

exper1menta1 studies on marriage’ enr1chment programs Further the

concept. of what constitutes a funct1on1ng marriage’ needs to be c1ar1—

. fied possibly through use of observat1 al/ methods in long-term stud1es
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« O CHAPTER T

INTRODUCT 10

‘The techno]ogica]'innovations'of the twentieth century -have been

accompan1ed by soc1a] changes wh1ch have altered the structuré of many

r

social 1nst1tut1ons, 1nc1ud1hg that of marr1age As Nina and George

O Ne111 (1973) 1nd1cate 'the r1g1d Fld%ed system of the utilitarian

type of marriage was funct1ona1 in a re]at1ve1y unchang1ng agrar1an

'cu1tUre, but no longer funct1ona1 in our h1gh1y mob11e, 1ndustr1a11zed

V«

society. The technology which "has freed many men and women from the’

necessity of long hours of physical Tabour to ensurefsurv1va1 has

provided them with both the>opportunit1es and the resultant hazards of
relating.to one another as persons Conéequent]y, marriage is increas-

1ng1y.entered 1nt0 as a means of ma1nta1n1ng a sat1sfy1ng 1nterpersona1

‘relationship, rather than s1mp1y as a utilitarian contract 1nvo1v1ng

the exchange of goods and services.

\

ﬂBackgroundr-The Emetgence‘of Marriage as a Re]ationshtg\ oo

Emerging Roles and Functions of Marriage

Cohgruentwithvieﬂing marriage as the core of the family unit,

‘ mach of the research and 1iterature on marriage has focused on the

functions of the marital institution that relate to the economic .support

of. the family, maintenance of the hquseh01d,'kinghip contacts and the

bearing and socializing of children. It was assumed that fulfillment of



these funct1ons occup1ed the major part of the time and energy of the
mar1ta1 partners for most of their adu]t 11fe and that the consequent
division of these funct1ons a]ong sex role lines was most appropriate
~and efficient. Thus trad1t1ona1]y, the husband was seen as respons1b1e
for prov1d1ng the econom1c support of the fam11y as we]] as dispensing
occupational and re]1gqous know]edge in &n authoritarian manner during’
the socializing of chi]dre (Nye\& Berardo, 1973). Lonvirsely, the »
cwife was responsible for the care of -the household and the nurturance '
of children. wfﬁj \ o Z ~ |
However, 1n response to the chang1ng demands of an urban1zed
1ndustr1a]1zed soc1ety, the more trad1t1ona1 functnons and ro]es are
chang1ng in their nature and funct1ons and ro]es pertaining to the
1nterpersona1 relationship.of the mar1ta1 partners are becomwng
_normat1ve]y sanctioned. Generally, marriage, tike the fam11y 1s
becoming more equalitarian with trad1t1onaL funct1ons bewng fu1f111ed
with less division accord1ng to sex role and emerg1ng ro]es be1ng the
responswb111ty of both partners, regard]ess of sex. Nye (1974)
des1gned a’study to -assess the ex1stence of three emerg1ng roles for
. men and two for women of wh1ch two {the therapeut1c and the sexua] ro]eﬂ
" are pertinent to this study. He founh that both sexes expect their own

sex to assist the other "in the- so]ut1on of any prob]em which may be

bothering that person” (p. 239) which he def1nes as the ”therapeut1c

\ -

role". Most of his sample strong]y disapproved of a person fa111ng to
»fu1f111 this role and 80 percent of the wives and 63 pe#%ent of the
;husbanés ectively participatedlin this role according to their spouses. -
Simiiar]y,about 90 percent of both sexes see it as a duty to meet the

sexual needs of the other,with 68 percent of the wives and 81 percent



\

\ . . . S -

-«

ot the husbands strongly d1sapprov1ng of a spouse who rarely or never
consents Husbands' responseS‘tgww1ves needs c]ose]y correspond to
the canctions, whereas 30 percent -of the wives ‘never or occas1ona11y

"respond The ex1§tence of the norms and sanct1ons by wives, accord1ng

to Nye, 1nd1cates the emergence of a sexual role for males while this

\
[

sexua] ava1]ab111ty has a]ways been required of fema]es
Further it is ev1dent that the trends toward increased role shar1ng'

and 1ncreased 1mportance of the express1vé and compan1onsh1p aspects of

marriage have been going on  for some time. -There is more ro]e crossing

done by coup]es of each success1ve Jenerat1on accord1ng to the findings

of three- generatidnalvstudtes (Br1gante 1972; Hill, 1969). When

I compared with parent and grandparent generat1ons younger coup]es Have-
more open and effect1ve commun1cat1on, efpec1a11y in the reso]ut1on of

conf]1ct (H11}/ 1969) and value more the companionship aspects and the

sharing of express1ve functions in %arr1age (Feng]er, 1973). Add1t1on-

: \a11y, sohe/recent research indicates that marr1ages hav1ng these

characteristics are better for the partners and promote the stability of
the marrlage Thus Pratt: (1972) found that. marr1ages-character1zed by

a re1at1ve1y equa11tar1an power pattern, 1ess sex role d1fferent1at1on
and a high degree of compan1onsh1p had a h1gher level of health and
appropr1ate use of health services than marriages. w1th unequal power,
strict -sex role d1ffe§ent1at1on and lower companionship. S1m11ar1y,
couples seeking mar1ta1 counse111ng'ﬁzre s1gn1f1cant1y Tess equa]htar1anh’
in role expectations than couples not‘seek1ng counselling (Anderson,

1973).

«F
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The Importance. of Commun1cat10n Sk11ls Lo . \

i

The 1ncreased f]ex1b1]1ty demanded of more equa11tar1an role shar1ng \

wou]d seem to requ1re the communication sk1lls 1nherent in the thera—_

peutic role which Nye hypothes1zes as emerg1ng As many wr1ters in the
field of marriage re]at1onsh1p have noted\ ‘our current soc1a11zat1on
and educat10na1 pract1ces, wh'ile chang1ng, by no means adequate]y equip
people with the necessary communication sk1115 to fulfil th1s ro]e

(Hacker, 1957 Hill, 1969, 0' Ne111 & 0'Neill, 1973). ‘ Thus young

coup1es may ant1c1pate and expect a mutua]]y sat1sfy1ng re]at1onsh1p,
¢

sexual and otherwise, but may be unable to behave~and\cb un]caten1n
'such a way as to rea]iie this type of re]ationship WhiTS\?aci1itatiye

and construct1ve commun1cat1on skills are not currently good/criteriacof'
e

e1ther mar1ta] success or expected mar1ta] happ1ness, they are requ1red
_ “

of a certa1n type of mar1ta1 union characterized by ro]e shar1ng,,

“individual persona1 growth of the mar1ta1 partners and h1gh va1u1ng of
~ o

the re]at1onsh1p espects of marriage. Such marriages are var1ous]y

\described as the relationship-in-depth (Mace, 1972) the vital and total
,reiationships (Qober’and Harrof, ]966)_and the rhythmic re]atjonship _
(Shostrom and Kavanaugh, 1971). . | A R ft.
In 1ine with the increased emphasis on the re]ationdh#ﬁiaspect of”
marriage over the economic and‘chi1d—rear1ng roleé’and.functions,
research on the dynam1cs of marital re]at1onsh1ps is 1ncreas1ng]y
i 1nf1uenced by the systems theory approaches to 1nterpersona] commhn1ca— \
tion (Ha]ey, 1963 Lederer and Jackson, 1968 Satir, 19723 Shostrum and
Kavanaugh 1971' Watzlewick, Beavin and Jackson, 1967). Th1s view
presents marriage as a re]at1onsh1p in which:the 1nd1v1dua1 systems of

behavior of the partners interact, w1th each partner's behavior affecting

. - . © ! . L oy
\ - [
| . . ) |
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- the other's Thus a marita]‘d&ad"wil1 be chamacterized by a systematic

way of commun1cat1ng wh1ch w111 vary from couple to couple. Some ways o
of commun1cat1ng fac111tate 1nd1v1dua1 growth and 1ncrease the quality

of the relationship, wh11e others tend to impede 1nd1v1dua1 growth and

| be character1zed by a cyclical static quality of re]at1onsh1p (see
Raush, BarrYTﬁﬂnﬂxQ\i:dSwa1n 1974) " While no one pattern of communi-

.cat1ng can be equatedwith marital happ1ness or stab1h1ty, Raush et al.
‘(1974) did f1nd that the ”d1scordant“'coup1es of their sample were more
coerc1ve and Tess cognitive, _ conc111atory and support1ve than other

amp]e coup]es in the reso]ut1on of conf]1cts S1gn1f1cant1y the three

couples separated or“d1vorced 1n the four to seven year follow-up of the
.)

or1g1na1 samp]e were\1n the disgewrda t group. Further the researchers
suggest that the coup]es who vem“communicat1on sty]es that foste c

w

conjoint, 1earn1ng and a cont1nued evo]ut1on of the re]at1onsh1p of r

t

spec1a1 scope for the future” (p 211) in that they are Tikely more ab]er
to competently meet %he demands and. opportunities.of a rapidly changing

world. j

/\

The Marrf”ge Enr1chment Program—-Prov1d1ng Skills for

Continuing Re]ationships

}
o
I
l,

y

t is trom the preceding background outline of the changThg nature
of marr1age and the concom1ttant need for commun1cat1on skills ' that such
programs .as the Marriage Enrlchment Program (MEP) have emerged in recentd
years (Append1x A) The existence of and public response to the MEP
suggest that some couples are seeking more from their marr1age? than the

1ong term stab111ty which has commonly been equated with marital. 5uccess.’

= . . \
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In that the educational and socialization processes exper1enceg by

most persons usua]]y have not equipped them with the requisite commun1-

cation skills to promote the 1nd1v1dua¥~and dyadic growth of a re1at1on-

sh1p centered marr1age, the MEP serves an educat1ona1 purpose in

prov1d1ng an env1ronment where these skills can-be acquired and

a

The MEP offered through the ‘Family" L1fe Edgcat1on
Council of Edmonton,\1s a six-session course wh1ch specifically aims at

increasing -the quality of already funct1on1ng marr1ages A married

—

coup]e, trained to conduct the MEP, 1ead a group of four to six coup]es '

through the sessions wh%ch fo11ow the format . deve]oped by Dr E.
Branch former Director of the Fam11y L1fe Educat1ona1 Counc11 Thefr
gxercises in each session are des1gned to aid coup]és in deve10p1ng
construct1ve ways: of commun1cat1ng on a person-to-person basis,’ rather
than in conform1ty to mar1ta1 ro]es,~however they perceive these.
A]though the prtma%y focus 1s on shar1ng the poswt1ve aspects of the |
re]at1onsh1p,»the program a]so a1ms at 1ncreas1ng understand1ng of and-
flexibility in dealing with’ conf]1cts and d1fferences as an a]ternat1ve
\ to forcing agreement as a so]utwon Spec1f1ca11y the goals of. the MEP

are to-increase awareness of what the-u@1v1dua1s-ya1ue about them—

13

se]ves, the1r marital partners and their re]at1onsh1p, as wel] as to

increase their skills in express1ng positive feelings and thoughts“.

3
b4
~

Purpase of this/ Thesis

\’\ _ ;..-- :'. ;;%/ |

in origin, little research to_date has been conducted on them. [t was

: \ ' Since marriage enrichment types of‘programs are relatively recent

N
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' experimenta]l&e%earch ori the effectivéness of this program.
S, - . . .

\
\

IR
the or1g1na] 1ntent of ‘the writer to run an expeq1menta11y des1gned

study with an experimental group of coup]es participating in the MEP,

and a similar sized contro] group, with both groups completing the same

\

‘test instruments.before and after the duration of the pro@ram.' However

noné of the‘coup1es_interested in theiMEP’agreed,to oe1ay taking the
program until a 1ater date and efforts;to ootain a contro1 group\

through advertising were uoSUCCessfui at the'tﬁme. ConseqoentTy-it was -
decided to prdteed‘wjth-a descriptive study iovoﬂvin; the couples who
participated in this particular MEP as it.was thought that.a study of

this exploratory nature could still contribute information to this

'recent]y developed field.

The samp]e‘invo]ved nineteen coup1es‘from:Edmonfon and.enviroos
“who vo]untar11y part1c1pated 1o the MEP during February and March of
1974.- Since this program proposes to increase the 1nc1dence of person-
to—person relating between the,partners, the couplés were teésted both

prior to and imhediate]y following the six-week pregram with.instruments

designed to measure theltype of relationship, the amount of self-

‘d{§c1osure of the'marital partners and their personalities. Finally,. a
quest1onna1re, deve]oped by this wr1ter, request1ng each individual's
percept1on of the effect1veness of thegprogram was. completed s1x\months
following the termination of the MEP Specifically, this study

" describes some effects of the MEP on this particular group of part1c1-

panxs In doing so itepotentially prov1d€s direction for controlled
a ) N

N



While the purpose o% this thesis has been introduced in Chapte ;ﬁ,

eubsequent chapters have, dea1t ‘with the re]evant.litera

/\,

the design and the f1nd1ngs of ‘the current 1nvestﬂgat1on ‘In Chapterztl |

some 11terature and researchhave been presented concerning the contr1—
butions made by the human potent1a1 movement, group therapy and systems
theory to the development of th% marr1age enr1¢hment movement.. Also
included in Chapter I are two modexs of marr1age enr1chmeht programs,
one Qf whieh is the MER and re]evant research on marr1agé enrichment

~ types of programs. Character1st1cs of the MEP group 1nvest1gated and

the methodo]ogy employed in the current study have-been 1nd1cated in

Chapter IBI F1nd1ngs of the 1nvest1gat1on, descr1bed in Chapter Iv,

‘have been summah1zed in Chapter V which concludes w1th 1mp11cat10n§ for ‘

‘use of the MEP and further 1nvest1gat1on of marriage enr1chment

search,

\



CHAPTER I1

SOME RELEVANT LITERATURE AND RESEARCH
- /

. " ) \ 2 o 00
Theoretical Framework;of-the Marriage Enrichment Movement
\

Historical Overview *_

\

Dur1ng the past few years an 1ncreas1ng numbef of courses.

-perta1n1ng to the 1mprovement of the marital re]at1onsh1p have been
o

offered to the genera] public. The response and participation of
peop]e has been widespread .and cons1stent enough to resu]t in the °
founding of such 1nterna&1ona] on;an1zatﬂ!hs as the Association of
© Couples . for. Marr1age Ennlc ment and more recent]y, the Council of

ARt

~ Marriage Enrichment 0rgan1zat1ons.(Mace and Mace, 1975). While
profess1ona1s 1n the f1e1d of marr1age and the fam1]y have been insti-
~gators and partrc1pants in such’ organ1zat10ns, much of sthe act1ve
membersh1p 1s composed of non- profess1ona11y tra1ned persons The
:ex1ktence of s1gn1f1cant1y 1arge numbers of couples.who have been
1nvo]ved in seek1ng ways to qua11tat1ve1y 1mprove the1r marriages |
_ indicates that a popu]ar]y based "marriage enr1chment movement' has
been deve10p1ng | | ;
| Wh11e the orlg1n of the term “marr1age enrichment" is uncertain,
i1t conceptualizes the belief that mar1ta1 rd]at1onsh1ps n be 1mproved.
For purboses of the present 1nves§jgat1bn, "marriage enrichmencﬂ has Q

_been used to embody the concept of "unappropriated résources in a

N

~dn
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husband wife re]at1onsh1p that can be deve]oped to 1ncrease the

'coup1e s fqu}llment and to 1mprove their family Tife" (Mace and Mace,

A

v

1975, p. 2). . S S
§ATthough.the marriage enrichment movement has been the product of
many sources, the‘original attempts to proyide\services‘of this nature
to the'pubiic were.initiated by refigious groups concerned over the
r1s1ng rate of marriage and family breakdown (Mace and Mace, 1975). As
Dav1d and Vera M%ce (1975) have indicated, Marriage Encounter was begun

'\‘

by Father Gabr1e1 Ca]vo in 1958 under the auspices of the Catholic Church

: of Spa1n While reiligious groups have also been active partac1pants in
marr1age enrxchment in North Amer1ca, the movement here has grown out of
the human potential movement, espec1a11y as manwfested in encounter

'groups |

-

For the most part, marr1age enr1chment types. of groups have
_ developed outside of the agencies offering profess1ona1 serv1ces ~ A
’ primar11y beé;ﬁse/these/serV1ces, of necess1ty, have been- geared to the

=

remediation of dysfunctiontng marriages and fami]ies. WhiTe professionals b
in psych1atry psycho]ogy, sociology and soc1a1 work have - 1ong engaged

1n the study and the treatment of mar1ta1 gyads and fam11y groups, their
direct contr1butnons to and act%ve part1c1pat1on in the marr1age

enrichment movement began subsequent to 1its emergence as a popu1ar1y

based movement However, some of the theor1es and therapeut1c

pract1ces deve]oped by profe5510nals have 1nf1uenced the structure of
“marriage enrichment groups as well as the contbnt of their programs L .:;f
~ These inf]uences.have been discussed in more detail in the following

|
}

sections.
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The Influence of the Human Potent1aﬂ oVement

The marr1age enr1chment movement has been 1nf1uenced by the
human potent1a1 movement 1n two ways. Firstly, the beltef that the
potential for constructive growth and ‘change is an 1ntegfa1 part of-
hea]thy human functioning is common Fo both movemeqts / Second1y,
marr1age enrichment programs have maoe frequent use d% group sett1ngs
and methods developed to fac1]1tate individual growth and change. ‘@

The concept of mental health espou$ed by the human potential)
movement was developeq by "third force psychology" (Ma'sTow, 1968). "
Psycho]ogical theorists in this tradition have postu]ated.that the
- potential for growth andqchahge througk ut life is as important to
Fhealthy'human functioning as the absence 0 patho]ogica] symptoms.
Fuhthermore, it was suggested that many socially acceptab?e beliefs and
practices applied in fami]ia]; educational and social institutione
actuaify discouraged the development of human potent1a1\and‘contributed

to psycho]og1ca1 d1stress (Carkhuff and Berenson, 1967; Mas]ow, 1968;

Rogers, 1951) Consequent]yl the character1st1cs of sat1sfactory psycho-:

logical adjustment were seen as descriptive of an incomplete concept‘of

hea1thy human funct1on1ng iThus, from a human potential perspect1ve,

many so-called normal or adJusted people have funct1oned at a def1c1ency'

Tevel of,motivation.(Mas1ow,\1968) due 'to incomplete deve10pment,

although they have been more growth-motivated than neurotic or psychotic

individuals.

g

benef1t both themselves and others by deve10p1ng further awareness and

The consequent belief that normally functioning peop]e can
understand1ng of .themselves has been character1st1c of the 11terature

'ana\acﬂ'%ities of the human potent1a1 movement.

Mo
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As Mace and Macé (1975) have inditated the terms "marital
growth", "marital Potent1a1“ and "marital health" embo?y the same_concept
as marriage enr1chmeht Hhus, the types of relationships described as
"enriching" or "healthy" have requ1¢ed that the partner§ become healthily
fungttoning 1nd1vigua1s. fhe idea]ﬂrelattonships descr%bed by Lederer
and Jackson (1968)\ Mace (1972) and Shostrom and Kavanaugh (1971) phﬁ%ote
the cont1nu1ng growth of the individuals within the parameters oﬂ a
marital contract. A1l these wr1ters haven1mp11ed that self-awareness

"and self-acceptance uhder]ie the ability and wi]lihgness to eohstruct-
ively cemmunieate, the latter being essential te.marita] health (Maee,

1972).

Many bf the methods used to encourage the deve1opment of human

potential resulted from the adaptat1on of theereut1c theor1es and -

techniques to meet the needs of norma] or. adJusted popu]at1ons One
such method popularly identified wjth the "human potential movemént,»

is the use of the group setting to fac111tate persona] growth and inter-
personal communication. As a resu?t of the s1mu1taneous growth in the

use'of groups for therapLutic and growth purposes, the theories and

methods of’ therapy and growth groups overlap a great deal (Shaffer and

 Galinsky, 1974). Since harriage;enrichment programs have found group

methods especially appropriate. to achieving their-goa]s,'the issues

>

involved in the treatment of marital dyads in therapeutic grdups has “'

been considered- in the next section.

T%helTreatment of Marital Dyads in Grbugg

> Therapyﬁand growth groups. The distinction between therapy and

growth groups has been clarified more by the peop]e each serves rather

i
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than by methodology or theoretical origins. Shaffer and Galinsky
(1974) have d1st1ngu1shed "group psychotherapy" from growth and develop-
ment" or "human relations" groups by indicating that the 1atter.
are not spec1f1c§]1y designed for the rehab111tat1on of people
suffering from specific psychological or psychiatric symptoms,
but instead for relatively normal people who are looking for an
experience that will enhance their personal living, part1cu1ar1y
as it 1nvo]ves relating to others. (p. 11)
Whiﬂe it has been common to 1dent1fy hqman relations groups, (Banman;
Shaffer and Galinsky, 1974) with ahistorical treatment '
) approaches Fnd use of nonprofessionals as group 1eaders or facilitators,
these methods have been‘emp1oyed in.therapy groups as well (Guerney,
1969). | '
) Marriage enrichment groups have been an app11cation of huhan
re]at1ons groups for the- purpose of enhanc1ng a]ready func$10n1ng
mar1ta1 relationships (Mace and Mace; 1975) Such groups, a re]at1ve1y
recenﬂ phenomenon of the human potehtia] movement, havé largely developed
outs1dexof the confines of group therapy for marr1ed couples Conse-
~ quent]y, the research 1nvest1gat1ng the poss1b1e obstac]es and d1ff1- ¢
culties of treating marital couples in groups_has been c?nducted with

therapy groups. Since these findings carry.impljcations for marriage

enrichnient groups, they have been briefly considered following.

Resear'ch on group therapy with married e0up1es. As a result of
the influence of psychOana]ytic theory -9n therapy,.phebtreatmeht of
married couples in groups has notwattempte% to any extent until the
1950's, (Blinder and Kirschenbaum, 1967)f\ However, once marriee couples
groups were begyn, the ahticipated-impediments did not materialize.
Thas, such phenomena as cemplicated unworkable transference,reactions,

avoidance of taboo subjects anq overt hostility between partners,
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either within or outside’df*the'group,.d1d not occur, or were of little
influence on the»groups LB]inder and Kirschenbaum, 1967; Neubeck, 1954;
Von Emde 'Boas, 1962). Simi]arly. the fears that‘the individual couples

" might inhibit the group process by defensive pairing, or that the group
might precipitate premature dissolution of the marriage, also proved
unfounded (Blinder and Kirschbaum, 1967; Flint, 1962). Indeed, the

‘ groups/and the couples acted in a mutually supportive manner providing
a safe envfrdnment for the 1ndividuals.to explore their perceptual and

communication errors, their reciprocally fed anxieties and to begin to

e

estAblish the bases for a healthy intimacy. This in turn prpmoted.the
i Pl -

eme gence of the mar;tal partners as individuals (Blinder and Kirsthen—
baum, 1967; Boyer, 1960; Leichter, 1962)

The f1nd1ngs of these ear11er therap1sts had the effect of shift-
ing the focus of treatment from the pathology of 1nd1vidua1s to the
dynamics of the marftal re]atidnship Thus, Von Emde Boas (1960) |

\\ suggested that s1m11ar groups conduct&d w1th 1ess d1sturbed or normal
\\coup1es could "throw light on’marr1age and 1ts prob]ems (p. 152)
;apenek 1?71 has 1nd1cated that the group sett1ng e11c1ts the coup]es

A

regular pattern of behav1ng because it more- c1ose1y s1mu1at£s the actual

/

“.1iving situation than 1nd1v1dua1 therapy do®s. Through focus1ng on the
dysfunct}onal aspects of the marfta] relationship, therapists and.
researthers of ceuples therapy groups have developed a rationale.

udescr1pt1ve of the dysfunct1on1ng re]at1onsh1p rather than the dysfunc-
At1on1ng individual (B]1nder and Kirschenbaum, T967 gghn, 1969)

In summary, the use of group therapy for marr1ed couples has

contributed to the emergence of marr1age enr1chment groups in,_twqbasic

ways. Firstly, the positive, exper1ences of both therapists and .

AN
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A“participants 1nd1c§;ed that the group process‘cou]d be effectively used
“with married coUp1es w1thout destruct1on of the re]at1onships'0r the
group. rsecondly, the subsequent development of a rat1ona\¢ perta1n1ng
to the dynamics of dysfunct1on1ng marital relat1onsh1ps has contributed
to the deve]opment of a rationale applicable to a11 types of marita1
re1ationships. Such a rat1ona1e developed by theor1sts who follow a
systems approath Eo human re1at1onsh1ps has been d1s;ussed in.the fo]]ow-

ing section. - =

€

| The S stems A roach to the Marriage Re}ationshi

General system theory has~ prov1ded a theoret1ca1 base for the

~discovery ofv1somorph1c pr1nc1p1es governing phenomena in a]] sc1ences

‘(Berta1anffy, 1968) 'In the soc1al sciences, system theory’ has contri-

buted a framework for v1ew1ng the comp]ex1t1es of ‘human interaction.

By v1ew1ng man and his_ soc1a1 structures as systems social scientists '
have utilized genera] system theory to descr1be ‘the processes which

; maintain such systems (Berta]anffy, 1968; Buck]ey, 1967; Watzlawicks,
Beavin and Jackson, 1967). | e

In the study of marriage and family institutionss systems theory

approaches have sought to deal w1th the patterns of behavior which occur

in these systems. As a result, 11terature has 1ncreas1ng]y focused on ;-

describing the dynamic patterns of interaction 1n both funct1on1ng ‘and .
dysfunctioning marital and family systems (Haley, 19633 JaCkson and
Budin, 1968; Laing, Phillipsontand. Lee, 1966; Lederer and Jackson, 1968
Raush, Barry, Hertel and 3wa1n, 1974 Sat1r, 1972, Shostrum ahd Kava-

naugh, 19713 Watzlawick, Beav1n and Jatkson, 1967). By focusing on the
¥ - .

processes that maintain these systems, severa] different types of

15
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marital and fam11y systems have been found to be stable and some to be

unstable (Kantor and Lehr, 1975 Lederer and Jackson, 1968 Raush et al.

1974). Each type of system hds been character1zed by ,a pattern of 1nter-

N\

action among its members and some patterns foster breakdown ‘of the
system, while, others promote its cont1nuance (Kantor and Lehr - 1975

Lederer and Jackson, 1968; Raush et al., 1974;,Shostrum and Kavanaugh
1967)." -

AN . : . ’ i . . ‘ : :‘ <

Y

A major consequeﬁce of the Systems approach to the marital rela- \
tionship has been a sh1ft in research on marital sat1sfact1on from
(
concentrat1ng on the 1nd1v1dua1 persona11ty tra1ts and appropr1ate sex-

ro]e 1dent1f1cat1on as sources of criteria to the: 1nterpersonal percep-

tion of the partners (Dymond 1954). Thus, Tharp (1963) indicated that

marital satisfaction is not so much dependent measured 11Keness of
persona11t1es or adherences to appropr1ate sex roles as 1t is "a function

-of the sat1sfact1on of needs and/or expectat1 S spec1f1c to husband and

fw1fe roles" (p. 115) whatever the partners conceive these to be While

'research at that time revea]ed that most peop]e merce1ved husband and

|

w1fe ro]es as sex- d1fferent1ated along the 1nstrumenta1 express1ve dimen-

s1on (Pansons and Bales, 1955) Tharp (1963) suggested that many marr1ages

b ,
d1d not conform to these principles. Subsequent research,by Nye (1974)

o

Has suggested that normat1ye1y sanctioned roles are becoming 1ess sex-

differentiated. These ro]e changes have perhaps created a need for more

exp11c1t commun1cat1on skills 1in order that ‘marital partners may become

aware of and share their expectat1ons and needs, as, these may not be as
\

frequently mutually compat1b]e as was the case in the past (Hobart and

K]adsner, i959). T - ‘;,SK -

&
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The role of communication in marriage, As Berta1anffy (1968) has

indicated, "the various symbo]1c universes ¢ . which distinguish *human

cu]tures frOm an1ma1 societies are part and easily the most ‘important

P

part of man S behav1or system” (p 216). 'Man's ab111ty to communicate |
\15 a functlon of h1s symbo11c representat1on ‘of the wor]d and one of the

most 1mportant processes operant in a mmr1ta1 re]at1onsh1p 15 that of

commuftication (Mace, 1972,fwatz1aw1ck, Beavin and Jackson, 1967).

.Whether.a marriage is happy orkunhappy; socially approved'ok disapproved,

pTacid'or turbulent, it has a characteristic pattern of communication

which can.either promote its continuance as a system or foster its

dissolution (Kantor and-Lehr, 1975; Raush et al., 1974; Watzlawick et al.,

1967)

Research conducted on mar1ta1 and fam11y commun1cat1on patterns
~ has supported the hypothes1s that some patterns are destructive wh11e
kothers are construct1ve. In a study»of d1sc]ospre of fee11ngs in’

marriage, Levinger and Senn (1967)kfound that non-therapy coup1es more

freouently made pleasant disclosures on important issues than unp]easant,

while therapy coup]es made an equal number of p]easant and unp]easant
.d1sc1osures Navran (1967) found that companed to. unhappily married
coup]es, the happ11y marr1ed couples of h1s sample commun1cated more
with each other, espec1a1]y about p]easant SUbJects,,fe]t they were
understood'by and were .sensitive to each other and kept commun1cat1on
channels open. | Simi]ar1y, Bienvenu (1970) found that ""some feelings and
att1tudes are destructive when cdmmun1cated“ (p. 28) He further'indi—
cated that fear of partner S anger anx1ety about the security of the
marr1age, use of nagg1ng and insults and communicating doub1e messages

were characteristic of troub]ed marriages, whereas part1c1pat1on “in

17



outs1de mutua] interests and deliberate efforts to communicate were
characteristic of coup]es w1th a'good relationship. In fam11y systems,
Alexander (1973) found that normal families demonstrated h1gh rates of
.ref1proca1 support1veness in their commun1cat1ons and low rates of
reciprocal defensiveness, while thegreverse was true~for d1s1ptegrating
families. | |

~

The previ@us findings have suggested that satisfying marriages N

L]

and fam111es man1fest mutual]y support1ve communication patterns as

1nd1cated by a w1111ngness to commun1cate, the frequent shar1ng of pos1- .

tive fee11ngs and attitudes and a sens1t1v1ty to the feelings of others
While there has been w1despread agreement that. construct1ve
commun1cata0n is an 1ntegra1 aspect of sat1sfy1ng mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1ps,

the efforts to 1mpart the commun1cat10n skills or to 1mprove the marriage

by many oﬁ»such ski]ls have produced equ1voca1 results, While Hinkle and \

Moore (1973) conc]uded that couples participating in a student coup1es B

program benefited from acqu1r1ng and practising commun1cat1on sk1lls,

‘Van Zoost (1973) found that his sample of six coup]es did not s1gn1f1cant]y

1mprove on measures of effect1ve cons1stency or 1nterpersona1 commun1ca-
tion, a]though they d1d significantly increase on measures of se]f—
'd1sc1osure and know]edge of commun1cat1on However, Van Zoost suggested
that greater cr1t1caﬁ se]f awareness as a resu]t of part1c1pat1ng in the
program, subsequent]y confirmed by part1c1pants, could have lowered post-
test 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on scores 0f 20 coup]es referred . by !
“'conc111at1on court the ten treated in a c0unse11ng group changed more
on a semant1c d1fferent1al measure of commun1cat1on and a]so had a

\

;greater reconc111at1on rate: than\ten couples who comp]eted a programmed

I

course designed to improve commun1cat1on (Hickman and Baldwin, 1971).
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The authors suggested that fa11ure to part1c1pate in the opt1ona1 o \

part of -the prbgrammed course, which explored the affect1ve doma1n,

a]]oWed coup]es to avo1d confront1ng many mechanisms necessary to

sound commun1cat1on Subsequent]y, P1erce (1973) using Carkhuff S

_ method of tra1n1ng 1nterpersona1 sk11ls, wh1ch,1nc1udes the pract1ce of

appropr1ate1y modeled commun1cat1on skills, found that.couples,w1th

deter1orated marriages SO

treated 1mproved s1gn1f1cant1y sn communication

sk111s over s1m11ar coup]es treated w1th trad$&1ona1 insight therapy.

In conclusion, research cited has supported the content1on that

construct1ve commun1cat1on is 1mportant to maintain sat1sfy1ng mar1ta1

\

relationships.’ " The stud1es focus1ng on the acqu1s1t10n of construct1ve.

communication skills emp]oyed a var1etx,of research des1gns and treat-

ment methods wh1ch prec]ude compar1ng the1r resu1ts However, Hickman

and Baldwin's (1971) findi

ngs- suggest that the counse111ng group setiing

is a more 1mportant -factor in chang1ng commun1cat1on patterns than the

use of a programmed course where key issues cou]d be avoided.- Further,

P1erce S (1973) resu]ts 1mficate that the pract1ce of commun1cat1on

setting and modelling tech

._communication and the pers

Systems theory and

skills is more effect1ve than s1mp1e insight therapy S1gn1f1cant1y,

marriage enr1chment programs have made w1despread use of both the group

n1ques ‘as a means to 1mprov1ng both the
onal sat1sfact1on of marr1ages '

family 11fe educat1on The offer1ng of

educative programs i faml
response to the radical so

coﬁp]ex;~techno]ogita11y s

1y 11fg to the general public has been a
c1a1 changes*accompanylng the. development of a

ophisticated society. As Buckland (1972) has

indicated, these change% have imposed " new demands and stresses” but“

also have offered "new alt

; o

erhatives for fam111es (p. 151). Wh1]e _ |
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expectations of marriage ahdﬁfam¥1y life ‘have altered, the socialization

process

and educattbﬁa] programs have tended to\perpetuate the belief

that on]y the traditional forms of' marriage and family are deserving

of being so named As a resu1t many people lack the sk111s\and aware-

ness ei
advanta
1966).

ega11ta

-

ther to cope with the stresses of current fam11y 1ife or to take
ge of the a]ternat1ves open (0'Neill and O Neill, 1973; Vincent,
More spec1f1ca1]y, the greater emphasis on compan1onsh1p and

rian ro1es in marr1age and be11ef in democrat1c part1c1patﬂon in

. families, requ1res i level of self-awareness and ability to construct1ve1y

communi

mar1ta1

soc1a11

cate that was, not! necessary in the more traditional authoritarian -
| ; ' - ¢

\

and. family un1ts ‘

o 3
In order to attempt to remedy the def1c1ts in the educational and

zat1on prOcesses, many programs have developed which can be-

encompassed by the term ”fam11y 11fe educa%1on In add1t1on to marr1age

‘enr1chment programs wh1ch Mace and Mace (1975) indicate are, of fered by

. \

~ fourteen nat1ona1 organ1zat1ons and as Wet unnumbered local organ1zat1ons,
\

many programs Qn more effect1ve parent1ng have deve]oped of wh1ch those

' of?r1ekurs and. Soltz (1964) and. Gordon (1970). have become popular]y known.

(See 'Robertson (1976) for a review .of the literature on parent education.)

Althoug

h such programs have hoped to prevent mar1ta1 and family break-"

down, they also frequently are used to foster 1nd1V1dua1 ;jh 1nterpersona]\

growth

. educat1
and as
(Branch

1973).

as part of the goal “of. 1mprov1ng mar1ta1 and fam11y systems

More. rggent attempts to provide a theoretical base for family life

on have emp]oyed systems theory, both as part of theirﬂrationales

a means to operat1ona11ze their predom1nant1y human1st1c goals
19733 Buck1and 1972 Da]y and Reeves, 1973; 0'Neill and 0'Neill,

Thus Branch (1973) has def1ned the healthy’ fam11y in systems

i

v
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terms as an open system which is dependent on etfettjve communication -
‘for its maintenance. From another perspective, Buckland (1972)

.
employed systems theory 1n the deve] pment of a model to evaluate

parent educat1on programﬁ Both wr1t rs have a human1st1c perspect1ve

and have Tound the systems theory. def1n1t1on bﬁ;open systems adm1rab1y

»suited to the growth mot1vated concept of man's bas1c natune Conse-

\
quently, the marr1age ehr1chment programs d1sc_ssed in the fo110w1ng
-sect1on have deve1oped from us1ng systems t
theoret1ca1 framework through which to opera 1ona11ze the human1st1c goal

of-more effective and.persona11y sat1sfy1ngvmar1ta1.re1at1onsh1ps.

. Som@ Models of Marriage Enrichment Programs

Generally, marriage enrichment programs have been run as human

relationships training groups/ (Banmen, 1974 ) for couples notqrequining

-"'thehapy but who wish?to improve thetqua1ity of'their marital relationships.

Formats have commonly been highly structured with a set program of exer-
cises and homework ass1gnments a1de at 1ncreas1ng the 1nterpersona1
understand1ng and/or communication skills of ‘the part1c1pants ‘Most
programs haye emphasized the sharing of both pos1t1ve and\negative feel-
1ngs and thoughts with the goals of firstly 1ncrea51ng ‘the couples'’
awareness of how they commun1cate and secondar11y present1ng the couple

w1th t?e opportun1ty of acquiring new and more effect1ve skills in

‘\1ve1y commun1cat1ng (C]drke, 1970 H1nk1e and Moore, 1973;
iiTer,
and'Wackman,‘T975; Rappaport, 1971) . It has been ant1c1pated that the

knowledge and skills pdtentially gained from marriage enrichment cburses

ry:-to prov1de an appropr1ate‘

Nunally and Wackman, 1971, 1972; Nadeau, 1971; Numnally, Miller

21.
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“mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1p, the M1nnesota Coup]es Commun1cat1on Training

can provide a couple with the tools with which they may constructively

explore and change their relationship.

A Communication Model

kY .
of all the programs deve]oped for the purposes of improving the

\
Program (MCCP) has the most thorough go1ng theoret1ca1 base in systems
theory, part1cu]aY1y as 1t is app11ed to commun1cat1on patterns (M111er,

Nunnally . and Wackman . 1971 Tne authors have made it exp11c1t

that a coup]e is viewed as a s:s em and that the “effect1veness of :

a—

.communication' .(p 3) is one of the major factors determ1n1ng how we]]

the system works. Consequent]y, the\program .has been des1gned to teach
copp]es conceptual frameworks for exam1n1ng the1r re]at1onsh1ps as a
system, in addition to teaching. spec1Y1c commun1cat1on skills. The

authors have 1nd1cated ‘that "the overall goal of MCCT is to/equip

"coup1es with abilities wh1ch w111 enable them to. dea] with{issues 1n

their re]at1onsh1p by themse]ves (Miller, Lt al., 1971, p. 7)

/

\\ The MCCP has a1med to teach couples how to communicate more

effect1ve1y Thus the program does not dea1 wnth spec1f1c fam11y topics.’

‘¢

or issues, nor does 1t try to teach coup]es one part1cu1ar pattern of -
re]atJonsh1p. Rather, by teaching spec1f1c commun1catYon sk111s w1th1n
the context of conceptual frameworks, the program equips coup1es with

the tools for understand1ng how the1r relationship funct1ons and precents
them with ”a]ternat1ve re]at1onsh1p patterns from wh1ch they may che

(M111er, et al., 1971, pp. 6-7).

Pr1or to.the program each couple is 1ntprv1ewed and COmrjﬂly Vﬁ‘«‘y

/
negotiates a "maxi-comtract” w1th the 1nstructors "wh1ch 1nd1cates th t

. /
N\ : \_ '

\

|

\
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the couole understands the purpose and expectations of .the program‘and
that both members of the couple choose to involve themselvgs in the
3mater1a1 and experiences presented" (Miller, Nunna]ly and Wackman, 1971,
pp.  123-124). Since the program hao\been structured such that skills
and trameworks becomeoprogressive1y more comp]ex.and comprehensive,
attendance at all sess1ons is cons1dered essent1a1 .Thus the.maxi-
contract S 1ntent has been to provide edch- part1c1pant W1th an under-.

’ standing of the program in order to ensure that marital partners are

N

equa]]y comm1tted to part1c1pat1on
A

The MCCP has been structured to prov1de t1me for both 1nstruct10n
and application of the communication sk111s during each sess1on In-
session® exercises and ‘homework ass1gnments pr1mar11y focus on the dyad1c »

re]at1onsh1p While the -focus 15 not on: t e group as a, who]e, the group

"\

does aprovide a safe support1ve env1ronment and can be a source of mode]s\

|

fu' to illustrate d1fferent sty]es of communicating. In order to ensure that _

PN

' ne1ther the 1nstructor( ) nor the group pressures a coup]e 1n59 part1c1- i

pation, a “m1n1 contract a contract to work at dh1s moment in this = -
.1situation (M111er at a]n 1971, p. 128) can be employed. ,Thus the
'program prov1des a couple with the opportun1t; to learn and app]y the
communication sk11ls in a manner that is appropr1ate to the1r part1cu1ar
‘relationship. = S P T

;
o ;
e '

As indicated in the instructor's manua] (M']]er et-al., 1971) the’
MCCP consists of four weekly sessions, each 1asttng three hours In the
first two sessions, through.the use of the "awareness wheel" (Miller et
o all,ﬁl971,rp. 41) coup1e; are first introduced to five different though
interre1ated,cogn1tive processes, through which the tndividuat orders’

information generated by both his own experiencing and by other people.

e
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Part1c1pants subsequént]y']earn that c]ardty in expressive se]f-awareﬁhss\h\\
does not necessarily gugrantee effect1ve commun1cat10m or a better .
re]at1onsh1p with another person. Thus, the’ sk11ls of g1v1ng feedback
and ask1ng for feedback are 1ntroduced as means whereby assumpt1ons can
be checﬁed out, 1nformat1on requested and understand1ng clar1f1ed
i F1na11y, a framework is presented illustrating four different sty]es of
commun1cat1ng 1dent1f1ed by a comb1nat1on of 1ow or high disclosure with
Tow or h1gh risk. Growth and change of the marital re]atﬁonsh1p is
facilitated by use of the speculative (high disclosure, low r1sk) and -
open (h1gh disclosure, h1gh risk) styles of cdmmun1cat1on However, in a
hhea]thy re]at1onsh1p all sty]es are used appropriately.

Since its inception, the MCCP has- been both researched and revised

by the developers of the program. The researcé_c1ted in the Instructor's
Manual (M111er et al.,; 19771, !pp 219—224) was conducted on 36 couples

part1c1pat1ng 1n the first version of the MCCP The 19 couples dn the .
experimental group and “7 control group coup]es were pre- and postftested

on measures of recall accuracy and work pattern c0mmun1cat10n Data for -

|
L@

the measures were obta1ned from two taped 5 m1nute d1scuss1ons for each
couple. A measure of reca]T accuracy was obta1ned by comparisons between

the couples™ responses to a quest1onna1re requ1r1ng each subJect to recall
I‘who used a spec1f1c k1nd of coqmmn1cat1on more often dur1ng the 5 | ,’ i
m1nutes , with the actual behavior of each partner be1ng assessed by an
“1nteract1on Scoring method developed for the study. The second taped
d1scuss1on requ1red couples to d1scuss th1ngs ‘that each one did that
”1rrttated the other. A measure of work pattern commun1cat1on was

obtained using the Hi1<;lnteract1on Matr1x ~On both measures the experi- .

menta]ggroup improved significantly more than the control group wh1ch had

A

-
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no s1g ficant rovement on recall accuracy and actua11ﬂ decreased .

in work pattern communlcation. Thus part1c1pat1on in the MCCP appears

to have increased use of sk11ls which the program jntended to teach. .
The MCCP has been a prototype for programs endeavor1ng to improve

'the quality of marr1age through more effect1ve communwcat1on ACME

v..«wfh

e
founders, - Dav1d and Vera Mace, indicated the importance of commun1cat1on

" v

© to marital growth and specifica11y encouraged ACME chaptervorgan1;at1ohs\

to have a coup]e tra1ned in the MCCP. The/major limitation to“its wide-
‘ +

_ spread use has been that program 1eaders must be tra1ned by qua11f1ed
MCCP instructors in order to ensure that instructors administering the
program are themse]ves‘effectiveAcommunicators with a gOOd understanding

of the theoretical frameworks.

3 b
| \
!
|
I

The Marhiage "Enrichment Program (MEP)

The Marriage Enrichment Program (MEP) was deve]oped by Branch

dur1ng the time he was the Director of the Family Life. Equcat1on dbunc11

'/of Edmonton (Appendix A). As does the MCCP, the MEP proposes to 1mprove

the quality of functioming mav idges through teach1ng e#;ect1ve communi-

cat1on sk11]s However, the MEP is

that it does not teach’ theoret1ca1 frameworks\ Rather, the prooram
Mfocuses on the basic skills of_distinguishing\thoughts'and feelings and
'.asking for and giving feedback. Further, the MEP specifically aims at
increasing awareness and communication of the positive aspects of the
mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1q In this way, it most c1ose1y resemb]es the \\
Mar1ta1 Enrichrient Group (MEG) a program deve]oped y C. Clarke of
the Un1ver51ty of F}or1da (Clarke 1970; Nadeau, 1g317’”’§31h the goa]s
and. structure of the MEG were Strong}y 1nf1uent1a1 in the deve1opment of

-

\
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the MEP. oo

While the MEP is primard-ly designed to 1ncrease skills in
commun1cat1ng positive feelings and thoughts, . it does not suggest that
the negatives be denied. Negative fee]ings and»thoughts are 1mportant

aspects of effect1ve commun1cat1on Partners‘are encouraged to girect1y

I‘express them when they do occur, with the understanding that such feel-

ings and thoughts are 1nformat1ve rather- than destructive. Simt]arly,
coup]esv re encouraged -to deal with Fonf11cts by understand1ﬁg and

accepl1ng that they'derive from d1fferences in opinion and/or feelings
i

. that do not have to he reso1ved by forced .agreement of one partner with |

the other. Commun1cat1on of positive thoughts and fee11ngs isuthe focus
of thé MEP simply because these are more often taken\for granted and
consequently go unexpressed in the marital relationship. ,Q ' a‘

As 1in the MCCP couples are interviewed pr1or to commenc1ng the
MEP to ensure understand1ng of and commﬁtment»to the program. They are

then “assigned to a group of four to six couples usual]y 1ed by a trained

AY

married couple. Dur1ng the first session of this six-session program,

the exerc1ses concentrate on d1st1ngu1sh1ng betweén thoughts and feelings.
While the exexcises emphasize the positive - ~ what attracted each to the

other and what a;bects of the mar1ta] re]at1onsh1p are p]eas1ng - couples

‘are 1nformed that the- .describing and shar1ng of negat1ve fee11ngs is also

important. $The homework assignment he1ps coup]es become ‘aware of what

behav1ors communicate valuing of and respect for each other. In sessions

2 and 3 the skills of ask1ng for and giving feedback are emphasized,

/ again focusing on the behav1ors that communicate .caring as well as the

»
feelings expertenced wh11e sharing these behav1ors Durlng the . fourth

<

: . \
session the film “Sexuality and Commun1iat1on“ is shown (Chernick~and
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Chernick 1971) illustrating how effective commdnication can bring more
p]easure to this fmﬁﬁ?iant aspect of the mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1p In the
fifth session coup]es are made aware of the pleasure. of shared sensuality
through practice of a face and head massage (Downing, 1972).: The final
session aims at 1nte§rat%ng the skills Jearned in the program. Both
nonverbal and verbal exerc1ses are emp]oyed for the purposes of having
partners (a) share what has happened to each one and their relationship
as a result of ‘the program and (b) communicate a particular fee11ng about
the partner. ,Fina]]y, the group 1eaders ask for feedback on the ‘program’
and the session closes with each person sharing h1s/her present feeling.

\fn addition to the in-session exercises and homework assignnents,
two 1nstruments developed by Branch are used during the‘program The

"

“"Two-to- One” game (1972) is used to begin the first session and provides

- the couples with the opportun1ty to exp]ore how accurately each partner

.perceives the other. In a non-threatening way, the game can bring to the
couple's attentionjthose -areas in the1r relationship in need of mare
effective communication. Similarly, the Lov1ng Behav1or Inventory (LBI)
(Appendix B) checks the couple's congruenceé on the freqoency of seven
re]a\1onsh1p behaviors wh]ch communicate valuing, respect, love for the
partner.. As it is common1y comp1eted prior to the first session and

.after the th1rd session, the LBI cart serve as a dev1ce whereby the coup]e
can mon1tor their change or lack of change in behav1ors the program is:
des1gned to increase. \

Because the MEP has not required the theoret1ca1 background which
is part of the MCCP coup]es without profess1ona1 backgrounds have been
tra1ned as group leaders. Also, the program has appealed to couples from
d1verse_econom1c,.educat1ona1 and professional backgrounds. and whose ages

S,
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and duration of marriage vary widely (see sample descr{gtion, Chapter
[11). This\appeal to 5%1 ages 1s possibly due to the program's positive
focus, which may be more favorably regarded by older coup1¢s in long
established marriages than a program which purports to deal w%th all
aspects of marital communication. However, as with other marriage
enrichment programs, participation in the MEP, has not guarahteed increased
marital satisfaction or harmony. While the skills impartea‘are intended
to increase a couple's potential for personal development. and relation-
ship growth, the awareness and skills can help to surface hidden and
unackpowﬂedged d1fferences which one or both partners may be unw1111ng to \
accept or mutually deal with. In fact, if more effective commun1cat1on

’
Wsk111s have revealed patterns which the partners have agreed are mutually

destruct1ve, 1; can be a positive move for them to agree to enter {herapy
orwaven to separate. Wh11e the or1entat1on of the MEP has favored the , oo
continuance of marriages, the,concept of marr1age enr]chment has given
priority to the quality of the marital relationship over simple duration
of mafkiage. | ,
Some Related Research

Although marriage enrichment\progfams have enjoyed an -increasing
Apopu1ar1ty in recent years, resea?;h has not yet accumulated on this
re1at1ve1y new f1e1d of the avai]ab]e’sfudfes3\two have'outlined
programs (C]ark , 1970; Hinkle and Moore, 1973) and th}ee/ﬁave‘re§¢arched
some af the effects of marriage enr1chment programs (Bruder, 19735 Nadeau,
1971;uRappaporf, 1971). }The program ‘described by C;a;ke (1970) is similar
in fo;mat and purpose to the MEP, with the pramary facus\on communicating

the positive aspects of marriage. Hinkle and Moore (1973) developed a-
- . R
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seven-session pregram which emp]oyed.transactiona1 analysis as a means of

c]arifying and identifying,the,1nteraction patterns in the marital rela- -

tionship. In addition,'this latter program deVoted the Tast”three
sessions to the concepts andwski1ls of~constructfve.fighting. In both
programs the part1c1pant couples were un1ver51ty students Participants
of these programs made most]y favorable comments about the drograms and
1nd1oated that the commun1cat1on skills were useful in thror relation-

ships.

The studies discerning the effécts of marriage enr$BhTeht’programe

\ s

all reported more. pos1t1ve change for the experimental groups than for

the contro] groups on various re]at1onsh1p and commun1cat1on measures

(Bruder 1973; Nadeau, 19%1 Rappaport 1971) Both the Brdder 1973)
and Rappaport (1971) studies hypothes1zed that the. respective programs

would 1mprove marital communication and that this in turn would lead to

(
{ \ ~

'fgreater sat1sfact1on«w1th the marital, re1at1onsh1p On the measure used,
three of wh1ch were common. to both studles, part1c1pants 1mprove€ s1gn1—
f1cant1y in effect1ve commun1cat10n and reported greater satisfaction

| with tne mar1ta11’e1at1onsh1p In Nadeau s (1971)istudy, the results
1nd1cpted that compared with the control group, program part1c1pants had
improved nonverba1 communication skills, used less. negative ad3ect1ves in
self-description and expressed greater satisfaction with the gqualities of
their marita1~re1ationships. Two months later, a }oilow—up study\was
conducted oh the expérimenta] group omitting the communication scale.

The onTy result contrary to expectations was a reported increased aware-
\ness of th1ngs re1ated to the mar1ta1 experience, which suggests that the
most lasting effect of the MEGWwas to make part1c1pants less likely to

take their relationship for granted.



As bef1ts research in a recently deve]oped fie1d the studi%s»
c1ted are: not comparable nor are their f1nd1ngs broad]y 1nferent1a1
Most of the programs used. as treatment were deve]oped in university set-
tings and four of tne studies drew their samp]es from undergraduate and
graduate student popu1at1ons (C]arke, 1970; Hinkle end Moore, 1973; \
Nadeau, 1971;_R§ppaport 1971) A]though Bruder s sample had a s1m11ar

..-/

frange'of age.and maritaf']ongevity_to the present study, the part1ﬁ”

.

were a]\ from.the - same Cath011c diocese. Instruments to assess tH5”1nter—
vnersonal commun1cat10n and other processes of marr1age as a elat1onsh19
similarly have been recently developed _Some quest1onna1res -and scales
were deve10ped Spec1f1ca11y for a- part1cu1ar study and others available .
for more genera1 usage have yet’ to acquire adeduate va11d1ty and reli-
abw]wty _The present study a]so has been SUbJECt to the latter limita-
tion but differs from prev1ous1y c1ted studies pr1marn1y in that the MEP .
has been offered to the genera] public of Edmonton and environs through a

“voluntary agency.

“While the goal of all marriage enrichment programs- is to 1mprove

the quality of functioning relationships threugh teaching skills for more

effective communieetionvand-interection; both the methods of imparting’
these skills and tne means of assessing the{effectivéﬂess\of the methods
are in the embryon1c stage Thus descr1pt1ve studjes on specific programs
\at this time can prov1de a base for subsequent exper1menta1 rep11cab1e

research. | ’ o

30



\

i

/QﬁAPTER\ILI
\

CDESIGN OF THE STUDY'

| Description of MEP Group -

tx . . S
Of\the n1neteen coup]es part1c1pat1ng in the MEP at the time of

this study, two couples comp]eted so little of the reQu1red quest1onna1res
that it was not poss1b1e t® include them in the. samp]e ; Out of the 17
rema1n1ng couples, one couple was from Wetask1w1n and. the remainder were
Edmonton'residents. As can be seen from Table 1, 26 of the’ 34‘part1c1-"
pants were under 357years of age: The age‘range for women waﬁ 19 years
to 46 years and men's ages ranged from 19 years to 54 years Lengthf0f
ré]at1onsh1p (Table 2) var1ed ‘from one year. to 21 years. Thhee of the
couples who had a re]at1onsh1p of less than 10 years were unmarr1ed but
had cohabited for-one to two and one—ha]f years A]though the MEP\samp]e
ranged widely in agefand length of re}etionshfps,‘the majority were under
35 with re]ationshipsyof\1es$ than 10 ;eahs in duration. U

' Wh1]e a variety of occupat1ons were represented sehen of the’men
were in prgfess1ons redu1r1n%g§;un1vers1ty degree. Of the rema1n1ng 10

- men, there were two students, two serv1ce managers» one mechan1c, one

fork11ft operator, one department manager and three who did not indicate

A
\

their occupat1ons ‘Seven women were emp1oyed fu11 ltime in secretarial

and clerical pos1t1ons, two we&% students, five were- homemakers and

N

three did not indicate their occupations,

31
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Table 1 - s
\ Age of MEP Participants '
‘ ' |
L ’ - Age - ‘ ' A R [ bn ’ l e
~ Under 20 L 2 \ |
. 20-24 - 4
25 - 29 o <10 4::N
30 - 34 10 Lo , ~€
35 - 39 \ 2 i c
40 - 44 : 2
45 - 49 ' 2
Over 50 | 2 |
 TOTAL - R 34 S \
N o , — ‘
\ , Table 2 Q\ k
Length of\Re}ationships of M Joqp1e5'
Years n
' Less than 10 o B 12
I 10 - 19 .
More than 20 - 1
" TOTAL . | o \ 163

%0ne couple did not indicate the length of thefr relationship

\
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Instruments ° C
| { 3 \ e | |
N The instruments used in'this study were chosen for their relevance

to the goa1s of the hEP. Three 1nventon1es reﬂer to aspects of the male-
‘fem§1e re]ationship. A personality inventoryvdas emp]oyed to\assess‘
1nd1vtdua] traits 1n‘contrast'to relationship patterns. Finnally a
quest1onna1re developed by the wr1ter was used to obtain the partici- ‘ <

-~

pants' eva]uat1on of the effects of the MEP. » - S

The\Pa1r Attract1on Inventory (PAT) | 7 S o \
= The- deve1opment of the PAI was- 1nf1uenced by the 11terature which o \\\\\
suggests that th:se are’ both symmetr1ca1 and comp]ementary re]at1onsh1p

bpatternsv(Lederer and Jackson; 1968 watz1aw1ch et a] , 1967). W1nch
Ktsanes and Ktsanes (1954)asupported the tweory that mate se]eétion was .
based oﬁvcomnlentary needs being met in the re]ationShibf More recently,. i
Catte] and Nesse]roade (1967 found that both the stab]e and unstable’
marr1ed coup]es of{h1s sample scared s1m11arly on some persona11ty factors
and d1fferent1y on others, suggest1ng the existence of both symmetr1ca1
and comp]ementary needs. Thus the PAI oL L s des1gned to measure both
comp]entar1ty and symmetry in pair re]at1onsh1bs (Shostrum, 1971
p. 2). Further, Shostrum and Kavanaugh (1971) have hypothes1zed that in \
a healthy marriage termed'the rhythmic re]at1onsh1p, there is a f]ex1b1e
v1nterchange of comp]ementary and symmetr1ca1 needs
A rhythmic theory-is advanced by the author who hypothecates
that members -of the actua11z1ng pair respond to one another in a
rhythmic or alteraction fash1on Correspondingly their reactions

are not so rigid that they score excessively on any of the comp]e-
mentary and symmetrical scales. (Shostrum 1971, p. 2)

4
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The PAI conta1ns 224 true- fa]se items presented in contrasted //‘—W\

pa1rs, each pa1r having one 1tem descr1b1ng the exam1ner S fee11ngs

4

about the other person, with’ the other item deschTB#ng the other pdrson s
\
| \
' feelings about the examiner. Scor1ng procedures resd]t in seven,tota]s i

corresponding to scaies A to G.° Sca]es A through D represent four
) compTementary relationships, sclaes E and F represent symmetr1ca1 rela- . /
t1onsh1ps and G represents the Rhythmic relationship. " The totals for
each scale are transferred to a prof11e sheat for 1nterpretat1oh The _' o
complete rat1ona1e of the seven scales has been\deve]oped in Between Man
-and Woman (Shostrum and Kavanaugh Xl but a brief descr1pt1on of each

~

type of relhttonship follows. ‘
~ | ~ » | .

Comp]ementarx re]at1onsh1ps The four sca1es A-D represent rela-
‘\ . 3

tionships in which the partners seek in each other what 1s/missing or"
undeveloped in themse]ves. fach person,assumes a\comptementary position
to h1s/her partner onthe jove- aabér dimension, or the weakness-strength
d1mens1on wh11e the resu1tant sca]es superf1c1a11y suggest thdat one 1
partner has more power’ or control over the other, each\person.1s equally
manipulative in gett1ng his needs met. |
° In ‘the Mother-Son pattern (scale A) the moman assumes the‘pqsition
of the stronger, more competent one 1n the relat1onsh1p, car1ng for the
man who assumes a mOre submissive role. Simi]ar]y, Sca]e B, the Daddy—
Doll pattern has the man assum1ng the pos1t1on of the competent stnong
father looking after tnd cater1ng to the pretty, child-like woman.
Shostrum and Kavanaugh (1971) have descr1bed the B1tch Nice Guy

pattern (Scale C) a as ”th% cha]]eng1ng re]at1onsh1p“ s1nce the woman in -

her attempts to be sttong makés“angr—'provotatTve-demands—un—the man- who
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refuses to respond d1rect1y but frequently wins by h1s pass1ve resistance.

\ /7 . N

F1na11y, the Master- Servant pattern (Scale D) has been described as the
“educating re]at1onsh1p since the man assumes/the role of educat1ng tge

woman in her rale of serv1ng him and his househo]d She is f1rm1y
remonstrated for any fai]qre in absolute comp11ance'and is not entitled

to voice opians contrary to her husband's. T h .

\
\

\ ‘ L ‘
‘Symmetrical re]ationship;, ‘In; these re]at1onsh1p patterns, two

people w1th s1m1jar persona11t1es and tactics are paired. Thps both
'partners are strong and dominating or weak and p]acat1ng In the first:
1nstanCE"the result is the "compet1t1ve marriage" (Shostrdm,']97])‘
referred to as the "Hawks“ pa tern (Scale E) wh;ch is charaCterﬁzed by
frequent angry confrontat1ons Converse]y in the "Dove" pattern (Sca]ea
»F) each partner. cont1nuah1y attempts tQ>p1ease and y1e1d to the o%her P

“with the resu]t that there is frequent 1nd1rect and double- b1nd1ng

commun1cat1on wh1ch attends the den1a1 of strength and anger o

L 3 N | AR .
ol - - ) . » . \\ : . v
The Rhythmic reTationship Shostrum (1971) has described this
. ) B ) : NN f
‘re1at10nsh1p as. the "actua11z1ng marr1age (p 6). In a rhythmic rela-.

t1onsh1p (Scale G) each person is able to spontaneous]y and appropriately,
,express strength weakness, anger and love. -

It is a re]at1onsh1p in wh1ch two 1nterdependent peréons
relate to each other with freedom, rather than from neurotic
- need, and which depends upon each individual's capacity to be\
k\\\ himself, to be authentic and to be interdependent. Marriage.
for these individuals provides-a reinforcement for their
1nd1v1dua] jdentities. (Shostrum, 1371, p. 6) '

Such a- re]at1onsh1p requ1res that each partner be aware of and take
'respons1b111ty for deve]op1ng those aspects of h1mse1f that were not
adequate]y deve]oped prev1ous1y Thus the partners choose to be -

i . . \
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together rathey than need to be together and their interaction is.

characterized by a fVeXibiiity which fosters personal andiinterpersontl

&

4

It haS‘been assuyed that while relationships A through F can be

N

stifling or destructive, they'ere‘functionai ways of relating for many
cdup]es’and can prdvide a!base for estab]ishing a rhythmic re]ationship
(Shdstrum andiKavanaqgh, 1571). According to-the manual for the PAI
jShostrumf ]971) an actuaiizind couple wii]_haye a relatively 40w, flat
pYofiie on scales A through F with T scohes hovehing around 40, while the
G sca]e score is between T scores of 50 and 60. Con;erseiy a non-
factualiZing coupie who may be experienCing maritai difficuities will have
Fan irregu]ar profiie with veny high scores (T score over 60) on one or-
more sca]es—and,ai]ow score on the -G scale. However_if the pdrtners
have similar prcfiies indicating that they. perceive‘each other and ‘them-
selves: Similarxz there is better potentia1 for therapy than if their

high scores are on different scales. \"Coupies who ‘see each other

;Ldifferentiy on ‘the PAI appear td_havevseri0us difficuity (Shostrum, p. 7,

g

1971).

1
‘7

/ - .
Vaiidity and reiiabili_x_ A preliminary va]idity»study was

conducted on the PAI with 170 coupies, &9 of which were assessed as

-

functioning whiie 81 were assessed as non- functioning As predicted

the actualiZing coup]es scored higher (T score 36) than the non- actuaiiz—

ing coupies (T score 30) on. the Rhythmic scale and the same or 1ower on
[all other‘scales Thus -the G score discriminated between functioning

and non- functioning coup]es

N

' A subsequent validity study was conducted by F.L. Shostrum (1973)

36
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using 69 couples, one male and 11 females who were seeing 30 therapists

from a variety of profeSSiona1 backgrounds for the purposes of relatiaon-
ship counseiiing' .Each therapist was given a written description of 'the
seVen'PAI scales and requested to se]ett-the one scale he judged to be

" most descriptive of-eaCb>c1ient.and his ré]ationship to his gartner.

Each client. compieted a PAI on whihh the scale with the highest“T score:

was conSidered to be most descriptive of the re]ationship _A chi square

analysis of{ ®aeh scale was conducted in order to discern whether the

. \ N
the relationship was significant. Five sca]es obtained‘chi squares

. significance at or beyond the .001 1eve1 Of the remaining’two, the D Ve

\stale s chi square did not quite obtain Significance at the .05 level,

A

‘ whiie the chi sqLare for the Daddy- Doi] sca]e was so Tow that no Signi?T

.cant reiationship was indicated. Corre]ation of each scale With thera-

\

pists' assessment revealed® that four scales were highly co)reiated ‘

(r = .78 - .93) with the*Bitch-Nice Guy scale moderately correlated at..49,

the daddy-do11 correlated at .36 and the Dove scale reCeiving a low nega-
~ tive correlation. |
Test-retest re]iabi]ity measures were obtained on the PAI scales

xUSing a sample of 65 coiiege students (Shostrum,41971) ~ The curreiation

~

ranged from.78 to .93 with six scales having corre]ations of .87 or.

higher Although the PAT. has not yet been widely used, these preiiminary

studies have indicated that it is sufficiently reiiaéie and valid to

-~

warrant its use, especia]]y as a;t]inical instrument. ' ) : T

_ The PAI was used in this study primarily because it is a relation-
ship ‘inventory which purports‘to discriminate dmong different styles of
male-fema]e relationships. Further, the characteristics of the Rhythmic

T r—
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relationship are congruent with the”grcwth-motivated relationship which

the MEP encourages. - . \

The Loving Behavior Inventory (LBI)

The LBI (Append1x-B) was developed. by Branch (1974) to measure the

1nc1dence of these behaviors which the MEP spec1f1ca11y a1ms at{1ncreas-\

> > ing. The structure\of the instrument fo]lows the rat1ona1e deve]oped in -

the book Intergersona] Percept1on (La1ng, Phillipson and Lee ~1966).

Each of the three pages conta1n seven jtems. Each item refers to a

A <

* behavior in which the examinee, by circling a number’ on a seven- po1nt

sca1e,‘1nd1cates-how se]dom or how often he eAgages. On the second page

\

~ the examinee §1hi]ar1y answers'the same seven items with reference to
the . frequency with wh1ch h1s pistner engages in these behaviors and
finally he 1nd1cates his percept1on of how frequent;;\nfs—partni:\ieee
the examinee enga91ng in these behaviors. " \ ' g
The LBI is scored by adding together the numbers circled on the
A

seven items on each page separate1y, then summ1ng the scores of a]] bages
to obta1n a tota] score. While each partner s scores on each page can be
compared with the other s 'score on the f0110w1ng page (e. g R fema]es
score on page one with males scoring on page two) as a measure of inter-
persona] accuracy, each partner s tota] score can be used as a measure of
the incidence of loving behav1ors‘ The h1gher the tota] score, theb

P
greater the incidence of behaviors that the MEP is des1gned to teach.

L4
: K

The Se]f Disclosure Questionnaire (SDQ)-

|

Deve]oped by M111er Nunna]]y and Wackman, creators of the MCCP,

the SDQ is des1gned to measure - se]f d1sclosure between mar1ta1 partners.

3 u \
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\

Respondents answer
share with thgir s
!Eo1nt sca]e The

4in the mar1ta1 dya

\estab11sh the SDQ'

that 1nterna1 cons
In rev1ew1n

group therapy, All

_d1sclosure than 1n

/
encourages further se]f d1sc1osure

A]so f1nd1ngs 1nd1

d1sc1osure and 1iki

The communl
d1sclosure in the
re]at1onsh1p. Thu

disclosure in the

The Sixteen Person

L

the 20 items 1nd1cat1ng how 11tt1e or how nuch they
pouse by circling the appropr1ate number on a seven-
h1gher tde total score the h1gher the self- d1sc1osure
d. A]though 11tt1e research has been conducted to

s va11d1ty and he]1ab111ty, Branch (1974) 1nd1cated
istency scores were around .90. E '
g the jmplications of se]f djsclosure research for o

A

en*(1973) fownd that there was more intra-sex self-

A

ter-sex self- disclosure except between marital partners.

cated a positive correlation be tween degree\of self-
ing the target person Finally self-disclosure d
cation patterns fostered by the MEP 1nvo1ved se]f-
shar1ng of thoughts and fee]xngs about oneself and the
s the SDQ was emp]oyed to measure the amount of self-

marital dyads of the MEP couples.

ality Factor Quest1onna1re (16PF)

" Forms C and

measure of pdrtici
/’

™ instruments which

ship. S1nce .the P
chodsﬁng a persona
(1969) are conside
test.

Neither- tes

the 1969 C and D f

D *( 196¥ of the 16PF were administered to obtain a
pant's personality, 1n contrast to the prev1ous three
are designed to measure aspects of thf dyad1c3re]at1on-
Al contains 224 items, test1ng time was ‘a factor in
11ty measure. With E total of 210 items, forms C and D
rab]y shorter than any other widely used persona11ty
t-retest reliabilities nor validities were avai]abfe on

orms at the time of publication of the 16 Personality

A
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: Factor Handbook (Cattell, Eber and Tatsuoka, 1970) Equivalence coeffjci—

ents on the factors for the older editions ranged from 16 on factor N to
|
.51 on factor D, but test- rete§¢ re11ab111t1es were not ava11ab1e for the

| older form. Direct construct va11d1t1es for the older form ranged from

.08 on N to .87 on H.

Follow-Up Quest1onna1re

Six months after comp1et1on of the MEP a f1fteen item quest1onna1ri

(Appendix D). deve]oped by ‘the wr1ter was ma1]ed to all persons who

N

~. -

\ comp]eted the program requesting thh1r assessment of the program The

1ntent of the questionnaire was to ascertain whether the goals of the
\program'weré attained from the participant's perspective. To this end
the questions dealt with'(a) the relative usefulness of‘aspetts of the
program (b) perce1ved strengths and weaknesses of the program, (¢)
awareness of positive aspects of the relationship and (d) cont]nued use
of learned communication sk11ls?‘ \ N ) k
In order. to ensuré that the questjoné provided adequate scope for
assessment of the MEP,-the questionn@ire“was critiqued;by Mrt C.:Brown,
Department of Educational Psychology. Subsequent to\reviston it was |
-administered in person by the writer to a couple who had completed the

MEP.

Procedure

/

~

The origﬁnal 19 couples were briefly 1nterViewed by E. Branch at

Family Life Educatignéfounci1 in order to ensure that each couple undér-

stood” the goals of t
|

| \. ' ’
) \ :

MEP. and to inform them of the impending study of =~

40
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_the program. With regard to the latter, a $10.00 reduction of the $20.00
per couple fee was offered both as an incentive to participation in the

study and in recognition of the rather iengthy time involved in comple-
. : o

tion of the instruments (1-1/2 to 2 hours per each administration).
- After the 1nterv1ew couples completed four instruments--the PAI, the LBI)
the SDQ and the T6PF. T | .
COUp]es were randomly assigned toyone of four\grdups, resulting in

three groups of five couples and one.group of\four couples. Of the couples
leading the groups, two were composed of lay persons who had participated
{n ah MEP and subsequently trained as group faci]itators for the progham.
Members of the rema1n1ng two coup]es were either psychologists .or | '
\profess1ona]1y tra1ned in a re]ated area,’ 1h addition to having been ‘;;}
invalved with the development of the MEP. Each group met once a week for

6 weeks, the first meeting being\he1d within two weeks of the initial
intérvieh and testing. All groups fellowed the format of the MEP

(Appendix A). N | ‘ - |

Upon cdmp]etioﬁAof the sixth‘session‘participants were asked to

complete the four 1nstruments they had filled out prior to the ses§1ons
The follow-up quesR1onna1re (Append1x D) along with a self- addressed, x\
&tqmped envelope was mailed to the couples six months after the las§
~session.( | ' '

4
N

Analysis of Findings s

P

" Initially, a t-test with correlated samples was done on the data

from the PAI, SDQ, LBI and the 16PF comparing the test scores from before

the MEP with those after the MEP. An additional t-test variance was

o

5



done to compare ma]e and female scores on both sets of test results.
F1na]1y, as eight o* the seventeen coup\es failed to complete or return
the sechd set of tests, a one-way anova-wa§ddone on the initial set of
instruments cqmbarihg‘the eight couples with the nine who completed both
setg. ] v' x

The responses toythe follow-up - quest1onna1re were reported in
relat1on to the goa]s of the MEP. wr1tten comments to quest1ons were

-

summar1zed and tables were used where appl1cable
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CHAPTER IV .

'DESCRIPTION OF FINDINGS

Introduction

[

Due to the changes in the sample and the diver: 1t\ of material

- provided bypthe‘MEP~part1c1pants,

the f1nd1ngs of +his study are

considered under *our major head1ngs.

Sampkg ‘Changes discusses the

d1spos1t1on of. the or1g1na1 34 ‘MEP participants. The resuits of the

’ analysls of the data from the PAL, SDQ, LBI and the 16PF sre discussed

under Statistical F1nd1n

\ .
g;_ An overview of the fo]]ow up quest1onna1re .

responses is discussed under The Part1cép§nts Perspect1ve of the MEP

Finally, individual cases are discussed under D1fferences Among MEP -

Couples. a -V

2

Changes %n.ihe MEP Group

Of the 17 couples who comp]eted the quest1onna1res before the MEP,ff

two did not comp]ete the program

One couple dropped o&k after the

second sess1on in order to enter therapy which &hey felt was more. su1ted

to their needs, the seco

nd couple discontinued attend1ng after the~¥1rst

Sessaon, due to the w1fe s 111ness wh11%§ﬁhe r%%a1n1ng 15 coup]es .

comp]eted the program, 0
during the f1na1 session.

' djfferences between the

-

nly nine returned the questionnaires d1str1buted

In order &o discern if there were any 1n1t1a1

scores of those who comp]eted both sets of

)

!
¢

9
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1nstruments and those who completed the 1nitia1 set on]y, a chi square

g test for homogene1ty of var1ance and a one-way ana]ys1s of variance were
- performed The. re2u1ts 1nd1cated no s1gn1f1cant differences ex1sted )
between the groups at the 1n1t1a1 test1ng stage. Thus it was assumed
that the .nine coup]es comp1et1ng all of the quest1onna1res were repce-
sentafive of the coup‘es comp1et1ng the MEP and the data proﬂ1ded by .
- “:these 1§ subJects were ana]yzed and are d1scussed in the. Fo]10w1ng sect1on
As can be seen from Tab]e 3 a11 e1ght coup]es who fa11ed to -

complete the final set of quest1onna1res were in the 20 to 29 or GO -to 39 o
. age ranges. Further the ‘two coup]es who dropped out of the program were |
in the 30 to 39.age range S1nce age ‘had not been cons1dered in assign-
ing partac1padms to groups, the n1ne couples comp]et1ng a11 the inven-
tories represented the MEP groups unequa]]y with only one coup]e respond-
'1ng from one o# the groups, two Foup1es from another and three coup]es
each fron the rema1n1ng two groups S1nce the purpose of the study is to
1nvestwgate the program rather than each MEP group, the data obta}ned

from subJects were ana]yzed 1rrespect1ve of groups in any case. ’

4

| ‘Statistical Findings

: : —

A ‘t-test with correlated samples was performed on the data from.
'the nine 'couples for the purposes of plotting profiTes,of mean scores
for the PAI completed prior to and f0110w1ng the MEP and to see 1f there

were any s1gn1f1cant changes in mean scores, espec1a\1y on' the PAI %oa]e n

G, the_LBI and the SDQ.\ An additional t test was p€§§g?gﬁﬂ to assiif"°

there were differences between male and fema1e mean scores %g;%he var1-

l'd

ables. 2
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Age of MEP Part1c1pants Comp]et1ng
Both Sets of QuestIonnaires °

. v -
. ' ) y

Table 3

. Age. ! | - - nt

3 _ ; 2 - - - - \\
Under 20 S 2(2) |

20-29 6 (14)

30 - 39 R L e

40 - 49 DA 4 ( 4)
Over 50 e B L2 (2 T

© Total- 1 ()

g?f Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of part1c1pants
who comp]eted the 1n1t1a] set of quest1onna1re

i

’ Ihe\Relat1odsh1p Inventories ‘ - \ ' i .

A conar1son of the coup]es mean scgres.on the PAI comp]eted
before the MEP with the PAI completed after the program revea]s that the
score on the G scale s1gn1f1cant1y 1ncrease& from 30.56 to 35.72 (see

\

Table 4) The sca]e means were p]otted on Figure 1 a]ong w1th those of
'Shostrum S samo?e of funct1on1ng couples (Shostrum 1971, p. 'TO). As can
be seen, the pre MEP scores are the same or within one point of the func-
)t1on1ng goup]es scores on four scales while the post- MEP scores atta1n

ot hém e

stohos d1ffer cons1derab1y from Shostrum 'S samp]e on the B and D scales.

e] oﬁ>s1m11ar1ty on f1verca1es " Both the pre- and post- MEP

Shostrum (1971) indicates that the G sca]e is cons1dered\ most

relevant for measur1ng differences in actua11zatlon while the: c11n1ca1

" 'diagnostic scales are most re]evant fqggmeasurement of differences. among

couples” (p. 7). F1gure 1 shows that. the' MEP couplgs scored s1m11ar1y on

| |
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Table 4

Y

Comparison. of Pre-MEP and Post-MEP Scores on the Pair _
Attraetion Inventory for Nine Couples

- Scales ‘ o f-iPre-MEP"  : Post-MEP \5\,A
__ |\ X s X SD t
S Mother-Sonc—g3fs | 17.94 8.5 - 18.6 8.46 .56
B Daddy-Doll.gge¥nt. .~  16.61  6.58  18.33 6.16 1.51
¢ Bitch-Nice By —**" 1611 7.55  16.22 | 8.41 .10
D Master-Servant . 13.11  5.45 1539 5,66 1.49
B Hawks 9.28 7.&4' 8.17 8.29 - -.72
S F Doves o 19.94 6.2 21.06° 7.36 .84
G Person-Person - 30.,56 9.54 35.72. 5.94 | 3 49%
- . - | \
\ r * : o \
p < .005 s
 [Nomer = [ oaiey= [ Sy, | Matvem | oW | Ooves gimp,,,m -
) A B < 7 B T \£35 E G
g0 =4 =40 —
—As T —30 —40
3% =35 ' SR o
70 —40 P . o8 25.
—30 X : —30 —35 \- —50
* —35: : '
' . N : - =30 :
6Q —25 o —25 -~ 739 —20 T —4a5
. T20 ., 20 o _ ‘ B ,
50 Sx—u %° PO 1Q P20 —35
. =15 S . - /,7’,‘__15\‘;_ - '_’_ o “" : -~ ~ -
\\\.VEQ} o ~ :/Ts/ s L. =30
40 —10 . s —10 10 . 25
N N — 0 e
.8 Y -5 75 o - —5 —20 o
0 e Rt s
-0 -5 - =0 —o —0 -
» = i (]
20 - =0

Figure 1. Comparison of PAI Profiles for MEP Participants (Pre-MEP,
: " long dashes, Post-MEP, short dashes) with Profile of
Functioning Couples. = =~ , _ )

‘Note: .- The T-sCoFesvon'figures‘T through 7 are from Manual for the
o " “Pair Attraction Inventory by E.L. Shostrum, San Diego : .
EduCatiQnal and Industrial Testing Service, 1971.
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the Rhythmic scale to thennon—functioning couples on the PAI' completed

prior to. the program whereas their post- MEP mean score was a]most

"

identical to that of the funct1on1ng couples (see Shostrum, 1971, p. 10).

oy, _
The var1ances a]so s1gn1f1cant1y differed on Qhe Py -MEP(and post-MEP and

N \
 post-MEP G scores (p = 006) with the\pre MEP range of scores being froo\f///’gjfh
14 to 48 whi]e‘the'post-MEP scores ranged-from 25 to 45 Further the

»,1argest increase: in numbers occurred in the 50 to 60 T score\range where

\ .
11 of the 18 scaored on the post MEP G scale compared to 6 on the pre- MEP \j>.
> {
scale. However,\s1nce,nq criteria are g1ven by Shostrum 197LL def1n1ng “ //
non-functtoning or. functioning, it is 1mpossib1é to assess-whether the .

MEP coup]es wou]d have been cons1dered 1n*e1ther of these categor1es
On two of the d1agnost1c scales, B and- D, the MEP group scored

about 7 po1nts 1ower on the 1n1t1a1 PAI and-5 po1nts ]ower on the fo]]ow{

‘kup one.. While Shosﬂrqm (1971) 1nd1cates that Tower. scores op the d1ag-

\ ~

" nostic sca]es suggest greater actua11z1ng potent1a1 this 1nfer nce can-

’not be made regard1ng the MEP group, s1ﬂce the diagnostic scales havepwot
?,L

been’ found to d1fferent1ate between functioning and non funtt1on1ng ’

coup1es Also the 1owest scores on these sca]es were atta1ned on the
N

1n1t1a] PATL . when the score on the G sca]e was a1so 1ow‘ ‘What can be said

s that the B and D scores 1ncreased more , though not significantly, than

LN

theﬁother four diagnostic scales and moved c]oser to the functioning R

~coup1es scores in doing so: |
' | In br1ef comparep tosthe pre -MEP scores, the post MEP scores on

‘ ‘the PAI were mare s1m11ar to those 1dent1f1ed by Shostrum s {1971) validity

. \

Study as funct1on1ng coup]es w1th the only s1gn1f1cant change for the MEP -

"\
coup]es occurr1ng on the Rhythm1c sca1e

Stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences ‘were found between male and
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fema]e mean scores on sca]es A and B of the pre- MEP test and on scé]e B.
on the post MEP results (see Table 5). On both the pre-MEP and post-MEP

' resu]tg the males scored h1gher than the fema]es and the male scores

‘were qu1te\stab1e, dropp1ng s]1ght1y on the post -MEP scores. In contrast
.'the females increased 1n mean score by more Xhan two po1nts on-scale A
(a@d by a]most four points on sca]e B. Thus all of the post- MEP increase
fn scale B, the Daddy- Do11,‘was accounfed for by the female change in |
mean‘score wh11e the d1fference ‘between the ma]e and fema]e means on

" scale B remained s1gn1f1cant on the post- -MEP results (E_< 05) it was

cdnsiderab]y less s1gn1f1cant than the pre- MEP d1fference (E_< 005)

. Tables - : RN

PAI Scales on wn1ch Male and Female Mean, Seores S
\ were S1gn1f1cant1y Different L \\\ !

Scale” ~’h/ Males . : Females
‘ M SD M SD

Pre-MEP- - | o

A Mother-Son . 2178 8T 14 703
8 'Daddy-Dol 20067  6.22  12.56  3.86 . -4.06%%

—T7

Post—MEP

>

B Daddy-Doll 20.33  6.41 1633 5.19 o283

"p < .05 - _ - : )
**R < .005 . . N E ’ . . \
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When the numerical difference beﬁ@eeh pre- and: post-MEP means For

\
1

\ males are compared with those differences for females an'interesting

phenomenon is apparent (see Table 6). Female scares ‘increased on every

diagnostic scale whi]e male decreased on four of the six and went up

more than on€ point.on only one scale. Further on every scale except E

~

N

(Hawks) the'absoiufe value of change from pre- to poét-MEP was_greater

<

scores significantly on the Rhythmic scale. 'Overa11,-fema1e scores

. <:;~;%n<fd to-change more than maie scoras by increasing and moving

- male mean scores.

S

\

N *

\

Table 6 .

-~

for females than it was for males. Both male and females increased their

T6§\r to
Wk

Direction of Differences Between Pre-MEP and Post-MEP Mean

~ Scores on the PAI for Males and Females °

~
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e

~ Scales Males - Females
| - Pre- Post- ,Dinectioﬁ Pre: + Post- Difecfion
MEP MEP . of MEP, MEP of
M M Difference ~ M M ~Difference

A Mother-Son 21.78 20.56- ’decréaSe 14,11 ]6f78 ’1ncfeqse

B Daddy-Doll" 20.67 20.33 decrease 12.56 T6.33 increase

~C Bitch-Nice Guy 18.33 18.11 decrease 13.89 14.33 increase

D Master-Servant 13.56 ~ 15.00 ~'1ncrease 12.67 15.28 increase

E' Hawks 10.33  6.89 decrease  8.22 9.44 increase

F Doves 2.8 22.44  increase 17.78 19.67 increase
G 31.44 37.11  increase 29.67 34.33 increase |

Person-Person

N

W
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Although the coup]es“ scores on the two smaller relationship

]

measuresx the SDQ and the LBI, also showed an increase, the change was

not s1gn1f1cant on the SDQ (see Table 7) In addition, no ditterences
were found between “the maTe scores and the female scores qc either the
pre- MEP or post-MEP results. However the score for ma]es only did
s1gn1f1cant1y increase from\9] .78 to 104 44 (t 3.744 p = .006) on the
LBI while the increase in the fema]e scores from.98. 33 to 101.78 was not
s1gn1f1cant. Thus the s1gn1f1cant increase~on the LBI was 1arge1y due to
the large “increase of‘thezma1e mean scores. The SDQ did not show a
sighi%icant 1ncrease (p = ;069); e

~

~

Table 7
\

Compar1son of Pre-MEP and Post- MEP Scores on the Loving Behavior *
Inventory and the Self- Disclosure Questionnaire

" Inventory . | ~ Pre-MEP Post-MEP .
| X sb X s L t )
L8l A 9506 17.06 10301 | 1447 3.234%
so 77" " o0.28 18.49  96.06  15.68 . 1.940
Nk _ . i / | . - _ =
p=.005 .. ' - .

AN AN \ ~ ' T » iy

o

" As might be expected pos1t1ve correlat1ons were: found among the

G sca]e of the PAI, the LBI and the SDQ. Table 8 1nd1cates that the post—

fest corre]at1ons ‘are cons1derab]y Tower, espec1a]1y for the G sca]e and

N
the SDQ. However, both the LBI and SDQ corre]ate negat1ve]y w1th the six

d1agnost1c sca]es of the PAI on pre- and post- tests The G scale corre-

_ (A, - s .
lated negat1ve1y w1th four of these s1x S C@IE's “and p051t1ve1y with two

. scales on bothvpre— and post-measures with only the Dove Scale (F) corre-

lating positively in both instanceé.

- v .
. . 3
- . : i -~
N I \
. . h R ' ~
. . . . 4 .
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: | =" Table 8 \/////// ﬂ !

‘ Corre]ations\ﬁmong the PAI Scale G, the LBI and the SDQ

W 8l - sDQ

"PAI Scale G ‘ 710 (.49) \ .42 (.05)

L8I B B C T 73 (.64)

~ . \ AN

Note - numbers in bracketsvindicate pdst-MEP correiatiaisss

i
¢

™
~ .

The Sixteen Persona]ity Factor Questionnaire

\
There were no Significant changes in the MEP partiCipant mean

| scores on any of the;@aftors of the 16PF FactOr F (desurgency—-surgency)

registered the greatest change, increa51ng 1n mean from 10 11 to 11 28

~

With a probability level of 09 The remaining factors had probability

\

1evels greater than .15 and for nine factors 1t was .5 or more.

fabie 9 shows that\there were significant differences between male\

‘and fema]e means on factors E, I and Q4 of the pre-MEP 16PF and on E and

I factors on the post-MEP test. To some extent these differences ref]ect
the differences found between male and fema]e Qopuiation norms for these.

factors.. All three factors are among the four that males and femaies

‘differ the most on and the direction of the differences for the MEP males

and femaiesvwere the same as those_found in the norms. (Tabuiar Supp]e—

“ment No 2 to the 16PF "Handbook, 1972). Further on Factor I, defined as

"protected emotiona] sen31tiv1ty“ (Catte]] gher and Tatsuoka, 1970, p.

“94) the male and the fema]e means of both the pre- and post-MEP 16PF are

within the average range when converted to STENs ~

-~ Con51Qered separate]y, males changed on one of the factors and

~ females changed;on two. The mean for males on Factor 04\(Ergic tenSion)h

" : : . C Y/
increased from 8.44 to 10.22 the difference being significant at a



Y

probabi]ity 1e9e1 of »65 Since the femé]e‘mean decreased slightly,

S ~

the post-MEP d1fference between ma]e .and female means Was 1ns1gn1f1cant
\

for Q4 S1m11arly, the 1ncrease in mean for fema]es-from 10. 22 to 11.89

- on Factor F was s1gn1f1cant at the .02 1eve1 and contr1buted to the
/

not1ceab1e change in mean on th1s factor for ail MEP part1c1pants
| cons1dered together Although the female mean on Factor M increased from
13.56 to 1& 44 with p = .05, this did not affect a swgn1f1cant change in

1

the mean for all part1c1pants Howevers; th1s was the factor that w0men

scored above the men and above the STEN score average for women on both o

pre— ank post -MEP resu]ts L oo

Table 9

]6 PF Factors on which Male-and Female Mean Scores Were
S1gn1f1cant1y Dgfferent '

Factqr L Males ‘ /females/ ,
M : SD, _* M ’xgisD t
A <« Pre-MEP V .

£/ S 1256 2.87 - 8.44  3.47  -2.46*
T . 10.56 3.13 . _15.33 3.74  3.25%

Q . 8.44  ..5.01° 14.33 . 3759 2.31%

v o Post-MEP
E - S 2.2 2.86 7.89 3.45  -22631%
o | 9.67 .47 16.33 . 4.2 4.31%
* . )
>~ p= .05 \
* %
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' ' M . . ' " ¢ . . ' .1 ’
- ing awareness of ‘the positive aspects of marital re1551onsh1ﬁs and’ teach- \

Source of Returned Q_est1onna1res \

.category were 1ncomplete _ , \

. Six_Month Follow-up Questionnaire

Table IO 1nd1cates that 16 of the 34 follow-up questionnaires (see

Appendix D) sent out were returned. However, because four were returned

‘by only one member of h relationship, the returns represented 10 coup]es ’

out of 17. Further of the nine coup]es who comp]eted the testing 1mned1-

ate]y following the MEP, both partners responded 1n four 1nstances w1th a

».ma]e“partner and a female partner responding in another two 1nstances.

\

Both| questjonnaires were returned by two couples who did not complete the

f1na\ test instruments. ‘The.two returned by women only- in this 1étteng

y .
| N

Respect1ve reasons g1ven\were 1ncomp1et1on of MEP due to 111ness and
recent marital breakdown Thus 14 of the 16 were comp1ete w1th ten of
these being returned by partrc1pants who provided a1//of.the prev1ous]y
discussed data. Of these 14 respondents, njne 1isted the,newspaper as
their source of informat{on about the MEP, while three indicated'other'

persons, one inquired and one\indicated it was required as part of a .

group leadership program. One person missed ohe session of the program

. \
due to business com@1tments.

. \

The Participant's Perspective‘of the MEP .

\

The queétionnaire was designed to obtain the participant's view-

point as to how effective the MEP was in attaining its goals of increas- *

-~

ing communication skills. ‘Consequently, the que§tions focused on three

areas--expettations, use of skills and information acquired in the~

N ) \V

53,
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program and assessment of various aspects of the program. The responses
to questions have been grouped under headihgs de]ineating these ahéas in
the fd]ﬂowiné sections. A listing of.participants‘ comments has\been '
.providea“in Appehdix E.

A

Table 10

. ' ) - ‘ N \ . . ' ‘a.

n
Returned by Couples. - - A 12 ( 8),
Returned by Males only _ . . ST ()
Returned by Females only L - \’3 (1)
Total Returned = . —— 16. (10)
) ” A

ANumbers in parentheses 1nd1cate quest1onna1res returned by partici-

pants who comp]etedxa11 of the previous testing.

—— G \;:
R

-

Expectations of the program. 'Questionc two, ten and. eleven,

: respectwe]y, ask tqe}partwmant what motwated h1m/her to take t%\

)
program what each expected to get out of the program for himself

B
what each wanted to aeh1eve in the dyadic re]at1onsh1p. Yhe,ma1n intent |
was to dﬁ&cern whether expectations of the program were congruent with
what the MEP was de51gned to do.

For the most part, reSpondents reasons for taking the MEP fell

within khe scope of the program, in that 11 of the 14 respe

indicate any major personal. or relatiohshiphprobﬂems. Seven-pejple Were «
interested in ‘some aspects‘df improving communication and)or fu
thejr he1atiohshtps with the remaining four 1ndicating’a variet
reasons. Three peop]e,“representihg'two couples, did 1ndicate that they.

were experiencing relationship gﬁfficu1ties whjch they hoped the MEP &

4

\ : 4 » \ <

~
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. program and was "pleasantly gurprised” with both the group

wyth the resu]ts . Part1c1pants a]\ fe]t”t ey haﬁhmdved gowéhdssthe1r -

would help theh hand]e Subsequent to the MEP, -one couple entered therapy
as did the wife of the other coup1e |

Generel1y the things that people hoped to achieve for themselves
and in their he]ationships invo]hed the same areas as their heesons for

taking the program.\ Ten peop]e's goals for themselves involved communica-

“tion skills and/or understanding their relatidfiship and 13 people referred

to these areas in their goals for their relationships.
~While two people indicated that they completely realized their //\
rather spec1f1c goals of d1§tover1ng their res;\b%ive partners' views od/:

. the1r re]at1onsh1ps, most people qualified the1r statements w1th comments

such as "some 1mprovement and “'more awareness of hang-ups"”. However,
only one person stated that his” expectat1on was not at all r a11zed since
the Tnformation shared was neither “teehh1c§19 nor "statisti¢al” as he had
anticipated. One woman who "was ‘rather pessimistic but curi us" about the
| - articipation
and\the ease with which personal issues were discussed. Anpther found

that communication with her husband temporari]y improved byt had reverted

n1ng mpvement Some )

goéls with sbme'expre551ng d1ff1cu]ty in mq@nta#

one woman stated, ".

3
3
)
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I | |
Thi§ awareness recurs throughout the questionnaire responses..
: -

AN

Application of information a&qyired during the MEP. Questions \

five through nine were directed at discovering whether participants used

any of‘the skills taught in-the program and whether the experience of

commﬁhicating directly with their partners Kn the group had made ¥ny

"~ difference in how they Perceived themselves, their partners or their

y . . 0 ".?\«1_ o
relationships. wo ] S

Q |

OX question five 13 people indicated they did make use of some-

thing learned}during the program in their relationships and one did not

" answer. Nine indicated,they also made‘uée of .information gained outside

|

of their relationships, whereas three did not and.two did not answer.

WThe written responses were diverse but related to-twovbroad areaé--

communication and awareness. Many indicated they were making more use of

[

. s :
effect1ve commun1cat1on skills by such behaviors as sharing appreciafion

_of partner more oftgn, pay1ng more attention to what partner says, using

massage, be1ng ab]e to sit down and d1scuss issues calmly, etc. (see-
Appendix E). Others 1nd1cated they e&per1enced an increased awarenéss‘;
and understanding of themselves and/or others by such things as: fee]1ng

a2k '

more conf1dent in dea11ng%#1th others, be1ng ab]e to understand and

-accept d1fferences in personality of partner, etc. Only one person made

a statement which she saw ‘as beidg negative about herée]f. She thought

she would like tQ,be.leg\;O find more things she liked about .others but
thoughtvshe was still too hypercr%ticg]f, )

Question six had two. parts and asked participants whether they
shared (a) what they liked about their partners and (b) positive and
. . - “\
negative feeling with their partners, more often, less often or about the

o

. . ' *’

-
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same ts before the MEP. E1ght 1nd1cated that they shared what they 11ked

. about the1r pa tners more often, f1ve about the same as before the

programfand onf did not respond Twe]ve aff1rmed that they shared pos1-
tive and ne;at1ve fee11ngs w1th the1r partners more often than before the
"MEP, with two persons 1nd1cat1ng they. shared fee11ngs about as often .as

" before the program Thus ‘the. ma30r1ty of quest1onna1re respondents

\

perceived themse]Ves as pract1s1ng the two ma1n p051t1ve behav1ors which -

the MEP hoped to teaCh
Questions seven and e1ght asked part1c1pants whether they

A distovered.anything new about themselves or the1r partner as a resu]tlof

'/the MEP. Eight responded”yes and six no to questton seven'and 10,
/f/fr ' responded yes and four no to ques}won eight. About themse]ves, most
"people e1ther becameaaware of behav1ors or attitudes which were b]ock1ng
'the1r commun1cat1on, or they found\that they felt more- pos1t1ve1y about
‘themse1ues, others or the group than they had ant1c1pated With regard

to ‘their partners, pegple became aware of behav10rsswh1ch blocked or o

Jlfaétlitated communic tion and of feeJings,‘attitudes;or behaviors ‘of
' their partners wh1ch they had: not known about before the program.
; ' //When asked i quest1on nine - to explain .in what way, if any, the
‘ experience of the program had made a d1fference in their re]at1ons 1p,
»»ﬂnnfhgon1y one person had no comment Most- reSpondents 1nd1cated that t:é MEP
| had had a d1stﬂnct1y pos1t1ve effect on the1r relat1onsh1p ' Many*1nd1+
cated that they were ab]e to- communicate more effect1ve1y espec1a11y in
being able to share fee11ngs and emotions with their partners

It 1s 1mportant to mention that not a]] the d1soover1es about -

either themselves or their partners were pos1t1ve ones. While many did

express that they became more positive and apprec1at1ve within their

3
a
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relationship, others seemed t QAR that‘the,skjlls and aﬁ%reness

' acquired during the MEP he deal with issues and differences
more effectivelj' A]though the MEP was perce1ved as a pos1t1ve and
‘useful” exper1ence, 1t did not on]y or élways increase pos1t1ve behav1ors

or att1tudes

{
\
i

Assessment of the program Quest1on four “and quest1ons 12 -
,\through 14 asked part1c1pants to rank five components of the MEP, indi-
cate its strengths "and weaknesses, make suggest1ons fo; 1mprovement and L
indicate: whether or not they wou]d recomnend the program to others.

As can be seen from the rank1ng of - parts (a a). through (e) of d
question four (Tab]e 11) the group leaders weﬁe eva]uated as the most
useful aspect of the program, fo]]owed c]ose]y by ‘the exerc1ses and the

.'1og book . From: the1r comments, participants found that the group ]eaders
'set«an exce]]ent examp]e 1n open effective commun1cat1on They were |
seen as part1c1pat1ng as. group members and the1r ab111ty to-share their
own thoughts and fee11ngs about themse]ves and their re1at1onsh1p made

1t more comfortab]e for others to do the same. Other assets noted

were that they fol]owed the program format and kept peop]e on topic.
Most people reported that the exercises provoked them to think more
about thejr.re]ationship, often making them more aware of ‘the things‘
they did or d1d not do or say to\indicate caring and support toward
_each other The 1og book served the same purpose between sessions \

for many peop]eJand one person found it helpful to look back on after
the program The one drawﬁack ment1oned about the 1og book is that some

l

peop]e ]eft 1t to theﬁfast day to complete. - Ne1ther the Two- To-One game

-

nor the read1ng were found to be part1cu1ar]y useful parts of the program g&l‘

\
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Mos't part1c1pants who commented foumd the game enJOyable and saw its

]
ab]e 1n“d }y 11fe Most peopﬁe s1mp]y did not do any, . of the read1ng,

“e

wh1ch was not requ1red as pa(t of the MEP, but one person who d1d\some of

it found it “thought-prov0k1ng". ‘ T \

5 =
- ]
Ll

> ' : Table 11

Ranking. by Questionnaire Respondents of Parts (a) through (e),of:
Question Four from Most Useful (1) to Least Useful (5) .

Parts o . Mean of”Ranks ‘ : ASSigned Rank
(a)| Exercises 2.0 2 |
(b)~ The Two-To-One Game 3.79 4
(¢} Group Leaders | . 1. 64 1
(d) Lgg Book B ‘ 2.53 3 -
(e) Related Reading S N 5°

}n their. assessment of the strengths and weakness of tne MEP under

number 12~wmost strengths perta\

e ¥

process. Judg1ng from their comments, part1c1pants fouhd the MEP group to

to the group 1eaders or the group

be a supportive, non- threaten1ng env1ronment in wh1ch to talk about 1ssues
Qe

and feelings usuaT1y 1nfrequent1y shared w1th partners, let along a group
of strangers. Respons1b111ty for creat1ng this atmosphere was 1arge1y
attributed to the group leaders. "Among the spec1f1cﬂaspects of the MEP,

which were seen as strengths were' the shar1ng of pos1t1ve thoughts and

\

feelings; the shar1ng seat exerc1se, the se551on on sensua11ty and sexuz
!

ality, especially the film; group d1scuss1ons fp]]ow1ng the exercises.

" The most frequent]y ment1oned drawback to the MEP was that it was
i ¢
-too short. One person thought the first and second sessions were not

59

use as a <0n threa&en1ng “1ce breaker" but it was not cons1dered app11c- \

&



o
"goal- or1ented ‘enough" and one ment1oned homework not being done as a\\
. weakness. The remainder of" the weaknesses ment1oned did not relate to
the program itself but were rather»persona] o¥.1nterpersona1 cohcerns
of the participants.

| As m1ght be expected a comm0n1y suggested 1mprovement wag to make
“the program 1onger How much 1onger was not\usua]1y 1nd1cated but one
: Edrson suggested add1ng another session on sensuality and another
: suggested a fo]1ow up session be hetd after a few months. The mot1vat1ng
factors in 1ncreas1ng the Tength- of the program were to acqu1re more
1nformat1on and commun1cat1on sk1lls\and to have more opportun1ty to
pract1ce the\sk1115 in a support1ve env1ronment

In response to questlon ]4 al] part1c1pants wou]d recommend the

MEP to other coup]es generally because they ga1ned from the exper1ence

.themselves Severa] mentioned under this or other questions that they. \

‘had discussed and/or recommended ‘the- program to other couples. The:
spec1f1c th1ngs ment1oned wh1ch recomnend the ‘MEP were s1m11ar to those

seen as strengths

At 1east for the peop]e who responded to the quest1onna1re the MEP

was 1arge}y successfu] in atta1n1ng 1ts goa]s of 1ncreas1ng awareness of

2

and/or ski]]s in expréssing ' the areas we like’ about ourse]ves, our

-

partner; and our re]at1onsh1p Even those who expressed serwous doubt

N

¥

about themselves or the1r re]at1onsh1ps expressed that they ga1ned from
N #
: the program 1f on]y vﬂ the sense that it helped them understand more

clearly what th1ngs they wanted to change. Wh11e others made s1m11ar

comments . spread thr0ughout the quest1onna1res about what they ga1ned from )

the program for themse]ves and@hn thelr re]at1onsh1ps, one made a genera1

comment wh1ch seemed to sum up the react1ons of\many of these people

N

~
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I think the two ma1n elements fhat made the program were the
group Jeaders and the open discussiony The classes really got me
talking which is’ something I never did before., It has shown me

~ how much T really do love my wWife; how I have neglected her and

» \ ~ ~ her feelings in the past The counse has shown me a route to take

to correct this and I'm trying (I still have a long- ways to. go)
We both seem:a lot happier now.
\

"

Differences among ‘MEP Couples .
4" N ‘ © //// ’
' ’ . . ‘ o s

Each of the 17 coup]es who began the MEP had completed at least’

one set’ of teSt instruments and nine of them comp]eted bpth After perus- :

i Wthe data available on. each coup1e, it was. decwded to limit the infor-

Mmat1on used for d1scuss1ng d1fferences among couples to that provided by
the Pair Attract1on Invent ry (PAI) and the follow-up quest1onna1re Qhen
ava11ab1e The PAI was used f1rst1y because 1t is a relat1onsh1p inven-
tory which has been used to d1scr1m1nate among d1fferent k1nds of dyad1c
re]at1onsh1ps Second]y when couples PAI raw scores were p1otted on
prof11e sheets d1fferences among coup]es became apparent at a gTance |
v‘\Ne1ther of the two smaller: re]atnonsh1p 1nstruments, the SQ@ and the LBI

o

' have had suff1c1ent use d¥ research done to prov1de a comparat1ve bas1s

for the MEP COup]es - Also’ the1r scores genera]ly fo]]ow the trend of the

G- scale of the PAI so it was not considered necessa7y to include their’

\

scores in the,d1scuss1on. wh11e the. 16PF has been used to exam1ne‘mar1ta1

partner sim11aritie5'and differences (Cattell and Nesse1roade, 1967) use
of the 16PF data was beyond both the analysis and scope of the»thesis}

~In drder to compare couples, the PAL raw scores for each couple

. were p1otted on a-profile sheet *This resu]ted in e1ght profile sheets -

*.

,W1th one prof11e for ‘each- partner and mine prof1]e sheets with 2 prof11eSf

for each partner, as the scores from the fi PAI were also recorded on

\

a
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the appropr1ate prof1]es For the purposes of . d1sc0ver1ng general’
differences which emerged the profiles of a]] ~17 were compared. As'a

result six couples were defined as having high var1ab1e proftles on the

six d1agnost1c sca]es s1m11ar to that of Shostrums (1971) "non- actua11z- '

‘ing coup]e (b 9). A1l these coup]es “have at 1east one T scone over 60,
a d1fference approach1ng\or beyond 30 between highest and 1owest T scores
‘and at Tleast one scale on wh1ch there is a d1fference of. 20 T scale
po1nts between the male and fema]e scores on either the pre- MEP or the
.__post MEﬁ\prof1Tes i j'~ |
\ k Converse]y four couples were def1ned as hav1ng a 1ow prof11e with

no T score above 60 less than 30° po1nts between h1ghest and lowest T
score and at 1east five scales under a T of 50 on either pre-MEP or post—
MEP prof11es A]so in two out of the three cases hav1ng both sets of
profiles, d1fferehces between\h1gh and Tow and ma]e and female becane
1ess, w1th the prof11es thus becom1ng 10wer and f]atter, approach1ng that
of the ”actua11z1ng couplie" (Shostrum, 1971 'p. - 8).

0f the remaining’ seven coup]es, three a]most meet the cr1ter1a of
the h1gh prof11e group, while one approaches the. cr1ter1a OQ the low:
profile group The other three fall 1nto ne1ther, but have mostly over
50 T scores without the extremes of the h]gh prof1Te group.

Spec1f1c characterlst1cs of the high and low profile groups will.
be discussed in the fol]oW1ng sect1on with a xew couples  from each group
being discussed more fully. F1na11y the d1fferences between h1gh and Tow

s . S &s

groups will be discussed.
s RGN
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% of coup1e A had a pre- MEP G score be1ow a T of 50 and both partners are

3

~ : ‘ ) :
A | | - 63

Character1st1cg of High PAI Prof11e Couples : v v v \

The most obv1ous feature of the high prefile- coup]es was that all
four of the coup]es 35 years of age or older fell into th1s category"» S

two of the 13 coup]es under 35 did so. Three of ‘the over 35 o \

! coup?es comp]eted both PAI and the fourth left the program to enter h

therapy Ne1ther of the two couples under 35 comp1eted the second PAI

'and one of these coup]es attended on]g one session.

——

In compar1ng the profiles of couples A, B and C (see F1gures 2

through 4) . _who comp]eted both PAI the differences among them became

N

gh with at 1east two T scores

A

oyer 60 for coup]es B and C the h1ghest score became h1gher and the

apparent A]though all three remawned hi

/
d1fference between the male and fema1e scores on the same ‘scale 1ncreased

A]T extreme differencés became less on coup]e A S prof31e Perhaps the /
>

'most d1st1ngu1sh1ng d1fferences occurred on-the G- sca]e 0n1y,the ma1e

above on the post- MEP profile. Coup]e B had a pre-MEP G score hover1ng
'around a T of 30 and a post MEP score above a T of 40: Both partners of
coup]e C 1ncreased their respect1ve scores sl1ght]y but ‘the scores |
rema1ned widely separated the 1ﬁi S be1ng around 40 and the husband' S
we]] above 50.” Thus G scores for couple A were never Tow. and became more
“Rhyfhm1c"; those for toup]e B rose Qut rema1ned much 1ower than the peaksA
on the d1agnost1c sca]es and members of couple C rema1ned w1de1y

separated on-the G- scale..

e Coup]es~A and B returned fo]1ow up quest1onna1res which’ furnlshed

%

’i; at1on - Both members of Coup]e A responded wh11e the B h
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Figure 2. PAI profile for"‘coup]e A-before and after the MEP. \ '}
N'bte: On F1gures 2 through 7, solid hnes indicate male profﬂes.
‘ and broken lines indicate female profiles. !
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respondent. At some point both men refer to their respective relation-

| sh1ps in negat1ve terms, one describing it as "stra1neg” and the other

expressxng a des1re 'to "avoid arguments and b1cker1ng” It is interest- -

ing .to note that the men score ‘much higher than the women on the Bitch-

3N1ce Guy and Hawk sca]es for ‘both these couples. Generally all three

resp ndents indicated an awareness that there were points of differfince

.in their retationships that‘they would 1ike to change.

W

The major differenée begween\coup1e A and<couple B Was best exem-

p11f1ed in their responses to quest1on two- whtch asked why each chose to

3\
Y

participate in the MEP. Wh11e couple A responded with answers that

focused ‘on ways to_impnbve their,rehationship-—"there is room for

'improvement in all marriages", "thought it wou1d\he1p'marriage communica-_

tion"--couple B respondent stmp]y stated,“troub]e with family" suggesting

‘a need\for therapy or1entat1on rat er than enrichment. <.
Th1s d1fference is, further ref]ected in answers to questions five,
eight and nnne,‘wh1ch referred to\sk11ls and understand1ngs acquired dugy-

N

ing the MEP While couple B respondent did not answer question five,

‘couple A responded with "Try to besmore’direct in my approach on various’

~matters" and "I pay more attention to what my wife is trying to say"

indicating a mutUa] attempt to dea] with the'sane issue. On question
e1ght the wife from couple A d1scovered that her husband "was embarrassed

and uncomfortab]e about th1ngs I thought he was conf1dent about", wh11e

¢

" her hushand discovered "that she likes to ta]k a lot and/assume a -

teacher- ]1ke role". Both discoveries can potentially aid these partners

in clarifying communication. Coupte B respondent discovered that his

X

wife "does not always mean what she says" indicating that he perceived a
| . B

serious block in their communication. Couple A's answers_to.question .

~

67
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nine focused on improvements--she states, "I show more patience and
’to1erance"5whi1e he indicates that they v, .are somewhat more compati le
knoWing that other people have their problems". 'fhevchange in re]a—\
t1onsh1p perce1ved by couple- B respondent was that "periods of strained
re]at1onsh1p are shorter“ wg1ch again focusses-on the negative aspects of .
the re]at1onsh1p ; : - . \ |
A1l three part1c1pants felt they part1a11& rea11zed their expecta-

tions from the MEP and would recommend it to others. Copp]e A wou]d have
\11ked it to be 1onger with the husband express1ng a need for more time to
acqu\re and practice the skills and information shared by other coup1es
For h1m part1cu]ar1y the MEP seems to have been a rewarding. erer1ence in
which he d1scovered that he enJoyed ”part1c1pat1on in a mixed group of\
strangers . The husband from Coup]e B 1nd1cated that his recollections

of the program were not clear as he and. h1s wife entered intensive therapy
after the MEP Both the PAI prof11es and the quest1onna1re responses
would 1nd1cate that this was an apprOpr1ate move, but\there is no 1nd1ca—

| tlon as to whether the MEP fac1]1tated the step or.de;ayed it. %

]

Character1st1cs of Low PAI Prof11e Couples

A1l four 1ow profile couples were ‘under 35 years o]d, rang1ng from®

2? to 34. Three couples comp]eted both sets of test instruments; two of .
these returned both follow- -up quest1onna1res with the th1rd retuhn1ng one
'questionnaire. The fourth couple who comp]eted the 1n1t1a1 testing only, i \t

‘ .‘tenn1nated their common-1aw relationship subsequent to the MEP but have

~

remalned on am1cab1e terms \ : :

‘Figures 5 through 7 show the pre-MEP and post MEP profiles of

_three couples who are referred ko as coup]e D, c0up1e E and coup]e F

G N
; 4 :
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.,‘J - ) X ’ . .
On the six diagnostic scales the profiles for males and females were e

similar with few extreme differencee on any 6f the scales.s On the‘post-
‘MEP profile, coup]e D male-female differences became not1ceab]y 1ess,

for con]e E the d1fference increased on the Dove sca]e (F) and for
COuple F the difference noticeab]y increased on scale D. As was.the case
with ‘the h1gh prof11e coup]es, there were not1ce§b1& dlfferences among
‘these coup]es on the G scaﬂe scores. Co&g#e D Qﬁpnes Tor both ma]e and

e

female were h1gher than e1ther of the other coup]es on the preXyEP prof11e g
_ but changed very 11tt1e on the post MEP prof11e »A]so the male G‘score o
in both instances was we]] over aT of 50 wh11e the females'® G score
frema1ned under 50 In contrast couple. E and coupie F changed cons1der- i
abty. on the'f sca]e In both cases ‘on the pne MEP prof11e, the fema]e o (\\\.,
'scgres were betweeg T scores 40 and 50 and the males tetween T scores\of (:
*ﬁabaggdﬂ4q Cogple E scores on the post—test roseﬁ}o betﬂeen 50 and 60 _ I
\ for the ?ghaie and 40 and 50 for the ma]e wh11e both scores of couple F
~.  rose to between 50 and 60. Coup]es D and E had a]most 1dent1ca] ma]e—
-'fema]e differences on the post MEP G sca1e thOugh the sex .of the h1gH\ .
and 1OW'scor1ng_personstere oppo;1te.’ Couo1e~F-had 1ess_ga1e-fema]e ' -
differenceqod\the‘post;MEP”G scores-but'the female scores remained higher
than the male scores‘ It is intéresting to‘note that'the hidhest’G?
scores. were ot atta1ne€ by Tow prof11e couples but 1n only one other

.1nstance are the high.G-scores comb1ned with low d1agnost1c sca]eéﬁcores

The fep 1e of.this coup]e had a\yery actua11z1ng“ prof11e w1th al s1x
\3 ‘ , :_‘, 3"
',di nost1c scale scores around a.T of 40 and a G scﬂre betw?@?‘T 50 and

o Loy

J Hdwemer, her partner scored over a T of 60 odmﬂgo scatés J%yh both o o

o ft ese\scores being around 20 po1nts h1ghéhwthan her scores i-"

2 RPR

The Tow- prof11e coup]es responses to the §o1low up questﬁ@hnaﬂre
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Al

‘ open'to‘exp]or1ng further' Coup]e F respondent cho

¥
St

by extreme differenCes or stress. In-fact th i1 r 1nfer

that they found their re]at1onsh1ps positive exp ‘@hey were

%0 part1cipatekin
the MEP to "maintain a happy re]at1onsh1p" and the ma]e of Coup]e D states

that their “re]at1on§h1p was very ‘well deve]oped in areas of conmun1cat1on

“and sharing fee11ngs .#.“ nd that the program a1ded them in exp]orﬁng

' these areasvturther "In fact couple D's maJor goals were to become more

L

ab]e to acknow]edge each other in a group sett1ng and second1y to become

more comfortab]e about shar1ng their pos1t1ve and sat1sfy1ng re]at1onsh1p o

. w1th others Both 1nd1cated ‘that the MEP helped them' to work towards

(

these goals and that the Sharing Seat Exerc1se (Append1x A, Sesshon 3)

was espec1a]1y helpful.
\

Couple £ made no explicit statements about how 67Ch one of them -

' h1ewed the1r re]at1onsh1p but did 1nd1cate that the MEP was very pos1t1ve '

pa

experwence for each partner and t e1r re]at1onsh1p Both had the.common

>

expectat1on ot the MEP as’ a way to 1mprove the1r commun1cat1on a d were

~

able to exp11c1t1y express what commun1cat10n areas they were concerned

< \

-.with ﬂn ‘their relationship. H1s des1re for “feedback from wife as to her :

' v1ews of our re]at1onsh1p and her needs, desires, etc.! and her des1re

". . sto be-able to commun1cate more Openly“ 1nd1cates that they were

~ -

concerned w1th the same commun;tat1on block. Wh11e he expressed that his

expectat1on of hear1ng h1s wife's v1§wpo1nt was “complete]y rea11zed\, ‘
she stated that she w111‘“have to work'™-at putting to use the sk111s she h

1earned from the program ‘Both were aware that in his terms, “old hablts

are. hard to break" ‘and that mutua] effort wou]d q@ requlred to cont1nue

O N T T Ty
o , o - %,

LY
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A\ . ’ ' i '

. B - o T

open\conmun1cat1on patterns He was especiah]y'“pleasanbky;surprised” .

by his wife's. react1on to ‘the program and she fe]ﬂbthat the non- -threat-

,:\uen1ng approach of the program and group 1eaders al]owed her to be able to

s

1

talk more Openly than usual. : : ) - \
‘ In general the quest1onna1re responses of coup]es D and E 1nd1-"
A cated that both partners of each re]at1onsh1p were aware of and willing™"
-to work on the same issue. Thus they were usua]]y more exp11c1t in

| descr1b1ng -their. goa]s and these goals were mutual more often than was

. the case ﬁor otherucouples who returned b;whrquest1onna1re{:k’Th1s

e1ther beﬁorefor durmng the MEP, Th1s 1sy xemp11f1ed in
e\}s\that they

thejr.-f_cover1es about each other. Coup]e D s discovery

;"\

B qe both found 1t d1ff1cu1t to show they care ‘about each other in the -presence \

. of others Couple E both made p031t1ve d1scover1esT-She, that he undey:
ca

stood and apprec1ated her situation and he, tbat she cou]d re$pond open]y.
’In contrast most other coup]es who responded often found out 1nformat1on

that would 1nd1cate these partners commun1cated very 11tt1e to each othernzt

about th1ngs that were 1mportant to the 1nd1v1daa1s ‘or the re]at1onsh1p
;-

<

“For 1nstance one husband d1scovered that h1s w1fe seemed “to be unab]e
F'to get or feel any sense of sat1sfact1on “from her endeavors” whdreas his’

vw1fe d1scovered that he fe]t rmuch\more deepl * than she ever apprec1ated.

"
.

Another d1scovered his. w1fe .Was 1nterested 1n deve10P1”9 OUV “ . 5:

& v,.marr1age beyond the po1nt it was. At .

_Compar1son of H1gh and Low Profile’ Coup]es

: . Two char?{ er1st1cs d1fferent1ated the h1gh prof11e from 1ow— i “Sﬁ%;‘
5

. \profile’couples n th1s study--age and number of coup]es w1th re1at1onsh1

-



“difficulties‘ A

g . (

S previously 1ndicated

four out of six high%profile

coup1es were over the age of 35 while' the low- pr0f1\e Couples were:

o under 35

since there were

[

f

on]y foun,coup]es out of ]7 ‘aged 35 0

Wh1]e this is 1nterest1ng, noth1ng~can be 1nferred from 1t

Ove ¢

It was found that five of the 17 coup]es exper1enced re]at1onsh1p B

d1ff1cu1t1es e1ther\by the1r own adm1ss10n on the quest1onna1res or - \

Y

Fy LM‘NwmeW@fC

~

through 1nformat1on from the group ]eaders (see Table 12). N _:f \\

\

PR

\ qﬁgle 12

‘\j R\

fu» - 1%

ouples with High, Medium and Low PAI Profiles who
R ) Exper1enced Re]at1onsh1p D1ff1cu1t1es- v
.—/q\‘\'\ elgxmﬁ 5

Y
.ProfiteJ;LEeQOng )
S by N : o8

ol

T ﬁﬁgﬁ—‘=ﬁf

Wi th Difficulties

umber of Couples

Medium, i A 30 g RSN r B
Low \‘ | N . TR

. LB % A

Total ' . 7 (5)'" 5, ot
\ ‘ A, ® B

The H1gh Category 1nc1udes both H1gh and Approach1ng H1gh PAI<

profiles and the Low Category jncludes both Low and: Approach1ng1‘.f

.~ . 'Low PAIL pr

of1]es o . \ )

bNumber in brackets indicates the number.of couples in each "

category from which there is no information available on the"

= existence d¥ relattonsh1p d1ff1cu1t1es -
A ~ P R = E
. N ,v( » e
R IS EE T o \
o, - The medium—cateQOry couple who. experienced d1ff1cu1ties had a very

_]ow G score for both partners and the d1fference between the h1ghest

. sca]e score and the G score was greater -than 30 T score. po1nts, whwle\the S

,_,-g,g\ R 4 .‘._[ R
‘Aother twa*s med1um category coup]es had much n1gner G scores and 1ess R
o ‘d1fference between h1gh Lnd 1ow scale scores. Thus four of the f1V€ 'ef‘v'\)

. couples w1th d1ff1cult1es had PAI\brof11es with extreme d1fferences'vi'5

@

7
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/

o
between*tﬁe1r h1gh T score scale and Tow T score sca]e The low profile

\. A,

\
coup]e ceased 11v1ng together by\nutua1 consent : ijihe othen\four

»_Q coup]es, one went 1nto therapy dur1ng the time of the MEP, a second went

n"

1nto therapy after as d1d the wife of a third coup]e whereas the husband

o

i)

\
,*.v\

1eft unexpected]y in. the fourth 1nstance
®

Thus out of thetwelve couples on wh1ch ‘information was ava1]ab1e,

\

three out of five h1gh prof11e coupﬂ&g ef”j ienced d1ff1cu1t1es requ1r1ng

-~

therapy, or resu1t1ng 1n separa the most h1gh1prof11e of @y "
g the three‘med1um category coup1~; ‘The ly coup]e of the low ‘:‘
“p @ecategory coup g -ﬁarate a-Ppa"?1 ~&jd1d SO’ w1thout stress In this.

ditferencei ’é\for coupTes w1th hlgh extremes than for coup]es .
Y tr.emes or. 1ow pro\fﬂesm ~ o L '

N EnthusiasM\for the MEP was a. ch?racteristic that was conhon to
",couples who changed the most in a pos1t1ve sense / ‘Thus couple A fro@ the

h1gh profile coup]es and #ﬂe E fnox the Tow profﬂe couples were more

\butspoken1y pos1t1ve on thtvr quest1onna1res about\the1r own changes and'F \,~\

N
fat

about the MEP thagﬁother couples an the1r respect1ve groups In compar1-

son, low- prof1]e coup]e D responses Qnd1cated they had been commun1cat1ng
openly and exp]or1ng the1r re]at10nsh1p qui te some t1me before the MEP

t'}It was the fema]e of t\1s couple th\suggested that she saw the MEP as -
'“prevent1ve tra1n1ng in how to keep a re]at1onsh1p open" . It would seem

- frompthe resu]ts of th1s part1cu1ar group that the MEP was most pos1t1ve}y \y‘

erce1ved Qy those coup]es who were ready and.. open to mutua]ly further1ng

thewr re1at1onsh1p but had not done a great deal of this on/the1r own. :,Q”’ s

¥ [N

: ’ ' L ’ . . . . : . . . RN
~ ' ~ - - . [\_‘ . . B : ) . o . \\.
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i thwb\]ectwes were part1a]1y attamed and@ the MEP was eva]uated a\s -o

k worthwh1]eaexper1ence

v~prov1de an opportun1ty to discover and red1rect those coupies whose mar1ta1

..them deaT with: problems that were creat1ng‘stress in the1r re]at10nsh1ps

'_entered therapy A fourth couple who were. not marr1ed had cons1dered SRR

\ : .
- R ) ‘ ’ ‘; '7. ’ b i
N © CHAPTERV /
\ SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS. - ‘_ .
B . ) V | . ‘ N . . ‘ \ / o h
'1\ ’ 4 \ o ] ~ h )
i~ b summary of Findings N
l o tﬁ R |

~

A group procg!s of the human patential genre, the MEP Wwas ;ﬁs1gned éﬁﬁd‘.*’
. 5o ¥hg
*,-r

for coup]es 1nvoﬂved in funct10n1ng marr1ages who w1shed to 1mprove the

qua]1ty of the1r marital re]at1onsh1ps Spe51f1c obJect1ves of the

erson l\ted about

h1mse1f ‘his/her spouse and t 1r re] t1on5h1p, and (b) to- increase

program were ﬁa) to 1ncrease é&ateness

X

sk1]ls in express1ng pos1t1ve Fbe11ngs and thoughts For the most part,

1nformat1on prov1ded by the part1c1pants of this study has 1nd1cated that

Although it was antnc1pated that the: 1n1t1a1 1nterv1ew wou]d

\__.

-~

‘s1tuat1on indicated a need for therapy rather ”n the MEP (ve of the q ‘m
kycoup1es became 1nvo1ved in therapy or separated e1ther\dur1ng or. after the

. MEP; There is ev1dence that three of the couples were aware of ex1st1ng

) ,g'\; :

'Lre1at1onsh1p d1ffﬁcu1t1es before they entered the MEP. Fo]]ow up quest1on- iﬁﬁﬁy

naires from two\couples 1nd1cated that they hoped the program would he]p 1,gq"i'«

oy

: G
and a.¢h1rd coup]e chose tp d1scont1nue attend1ng the MEP’ once they

“z"f i N\

\’iseparat1ng and did so after the program Th1s was evxdently seen as a’

PR ;
R



poswt1ve move by both part1es 0n1y 1n the flfth 1nstance was there no
p(1or aWareness of difficulties or d1fferences glven, since the wife

1nd1cated that her husband left . abrupt]y and unexpected]y five mOnths

\.\"' ’.‘

o after the MEP. \ \
G1ven that there cou]d have been add1tﬂona1 coup]es exper1enC1ng

' ser1ous enough d1ff1cu1t1es to mer1t counse111ng among\the f1ve on whwch
ol e
no 1nformat1oni&as\ava11ab1e, the quest1on rema1ns as to what motivated
such coup]es to choose the MEP. Judg1ng from the 1nformat1on ava11ab1e,

o B

it was 11ke1y that the MEP was seen as a 1ess thréaten1ng a1ternat1ve to ~

S
therapy and poss1b1y as a way, to remed1ate stresses w1thout therapy

- S
Cert£1n1y all Qf the eouples who sought 1ndnv1dua1 or mar1ta1 therapy d1d
P 1’.&-
Y50 after”’commenc1ng the MEP. Whether these pe0p1e had pr1or‘awaheness
O

that their mar1ta d1ff1cu1t1es were beyond the scope of. the MEP, or

.;,whether they came to acknowledge 1t durvng the program, the exper1ence

of the\hEP apparent]y enc0uraged them to seek therapy e1ther 1nd1v1dua1]y

N . ~

or as coup]es
Regardless of thesbenefits of the MEP to the” aforementJoned

‘ coup]es, the initial interview Was\apparently 1nsuff1c1ent to 1nd1cate

\the exlstence of 1nd1v1dua] or r°1at1onsh1p d1ﬁf1cu ties of a sever1ty

more suited to therapy\than ah MEP.. However the PAI prof11es ‘of the™
con]es suggest that th1s 1nstrument cou{d prov1de\usefu1 1nformatgon on

\

' a couple- re]at1onsh1p before they enteréd the MEP. "~ In the cutrent\study,

<
——

four out of the five cquples who were known to separate or seek some °

N

form of therapy had. at 1east one. d1agnost1c scale score over al of 60
\ -

and two of. these coup]es rece1ved the lowest G- sca]e (Rhythm1c) scores

.

“oon the pre- MEP testlng Had’the PAI profiles. been d1scussed»our1ng the
. \ .
' 1n1t1a] 1nterv1ew poss1bly it could ‘have provxded a st1mu1us for such

Ig s . PP Lo . 5 . -
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A

couples to share areas of concern in their relationships which were more
' appropr1ate to a therapy’ s1tuat1on than a marr1¥ge enrichment program.

wwth regard to atta1nment of the obJect1ves of the MEP, the \

resu1ts are equ1voca1 ‘Both the post- MEP scores on the re1at1onsh1p

~

1nstruments (PAI, LBI and SDQ) and the returned Fo]]ow up Questionnaire

\
Y
\

resu]ts have suggested there was an increase in comnun1cat1ng.poswt1ve a

’ fee11ngs and thoughts Further all Quest1onna1re respondents expressed

< én 1ncréased appreciation for or 1mprevement in their marital re]at1on-.l

e T‘“ k
- ship w1th\on1y one - respondent focussing on the negat1vg§aspects of his ek
sy L

f rekg}1onsh1p "However, follow- up Questionnaire responses indicated that

the 1mportant d1scover1es gained were not always or on1y regarding \ ;ﬁ?fza

tm L

tt1ve aspects of se]f partner or re]at1onsh1p Rather these partici—' »

‘r'ts valued the 1ncreased understand1ng\€nd/or acceptance of self aqp
\\\\ ' N

77 Pa nen resulting from these discoveries, regard]ess of their nature.

A

A [f‘ ‘,, From a compar1son of the nine’ couples' pre-MEP scores w1th their
post- MEP scores on the four test 1nstruments, the résults suggest that /

thesg coup]es d1d 1ncrease in the use of the commun1cat1on skills which - -

N\

\the -MEP was designed to teach \Ther .was a s1gn1f1tant 1hcrease\1n the

™~ \

‘-mean score of the LBI wh1ch wa des1gned to nEasure the 1nc1dence of

~ N

‘the sk111s taught and\on the {I" Rhythmic sca]e wh1ch represents the

type of e]at1onsh1p dependent on open. effect1ve commun1cat1on " While )

>dyadic self- d1sc1osure measured by the SDQ d1d not s1gn1f1cant1y change,
the mean score did 1ncrease considerabley. Further, no changes approached

the degree of that of /the- SDQ on any of the s1x diagnostic scales of the —

-

PAL, or on any of the 16 PF factors T us the only. s1gn1f1cant changes
occurred on sca1es wh1ch purport to measure aspects of the dyad1c rela-

N f1onsh1p wh1ch were congruent w1th the goa}s of the MEP, ) é

\ -~ N
\w'

A : . s



‘Similarly,>on the returned fo1low-up guestionnaire? }mbrovedv
communication sk1lls were frequently ment1oned both as goals and as '
resu]ts of part1c1pat1on in the MEP. The maJor1ty of these respondents
“1nd1cated an 1ncrease in sharing what they liked about their partners
and an 1ncrease in expre551on of pos1t1ve and negative fee11ngs-~both
X behavwors wh1ch the MEP aimed at 1ncreas1ng Indeed, after.the group

[

-1eaders, the exerg1ses--1n which awareness and commun1cat1on skills were \_

1ntroduced and pract1sed--were eva1uated as the most useful aspect of \

the program. The on]y drawback ment ioned regard1ng the sk111s was that b
some coup]es found 1t d1ff1cu1t to cont1nue developing eftect1ve use of
them in their daily 11ves without the\support offered by the program i
\\ \ “In summary, while the 1ncreased scores on the\LBI and PAl (G- U’w
scale) could not be attrwbuted to the effects of the MEP ‘due to the des1gn

. )
limitations of th1s study, the comnents on the fo]]ow up quest1onna1re

~

d1d 1nd1cate ;hat the MEP was regarded as an effect1ve program by, these
r\ part1c1pants A]l these part1c1pants stated that they would recommend “j -
\the program ' to other cgup]es, usua]]y bécause they. had ga1ned from@@;
both personal]y and 1n their re]at1onsh1p Some reported that their
relationiship was def1n1te1y more positive as a result of part1c1pat1ng~1n SRR
the MEP and ‘even those who were exper1enc1ng d1ff1cu1t1es in theﬁr re]a-
't1onsh1ps reported 1mprovement of their S\tuat1ons In short for some

\s
the MEP was def1n1te1y the "enr1ch1ng“ exper1ence 1t was 1ntended to be, '“-\\\\

"whi1e for others the 1ns1ghts\ga1ned were seen as construct1ve ahg usefu]
. T s B _ ‘ BN

]
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\ Igplications for.Use of the N\ T

Marriage‘Enrichment Program
. O ‘ ‘ o ” .
~ Since this study was cohdpeted, residents‘%f'Edmonton and environs

have continUed-to participate in MEP groups. Further other' "enrichment"

. prograins have been made avat]ab]e, suggesting that there is a demand for
the sk1145 and information offered by such programs While the‘MEP hae.
been Spec1f1ca]1y dlrected}at couples involved in ongo1ng funct1on1ng -

relationships, this study has suggested that it is potent1al]y usefu]_as

both a preventive and a remedial program, as well as an ﬁﬂ!roductory,

-2 BN
~

'communication skills p?ogram. e
N G$Ven that it s 11ke1y that most péople have not acqu1red the

effect\ve commun1cat1on §k11] necessary .to exped1te the\equa11tar1an -

.~re1at1onsh1p whlch has been 1ncreas1ng1y expected (Nye; 197&) the MEP
\

\
could be b nef1c1a1 to re1at1onsh1ps t or1g1n-—engaged \?arr1ed

ed, ". . .1 see 1t altmost as 2,

ﬂ

or cohabrﬂ1ng AS\on%RMEP part1c1pant

preventat1ve tra1n1ng, in how to keep a re]at1onsh1p open” (Append1x E)

- Vo
Vo a.\u”,,

For such c0up1es, the program would prOV1de an env1ronment\1n'wh1ch they

/ \

’ cou1d become aware of and apprec1ate each other S perspect1ve and acqu1re

<]

\sk1115 to construct1ve1y dea] with ex1st1ng and potent1a1 differences.
. The skills and 1nformat1on offered through the MEP also cou]d be

usefu]\to couples who are exper1enc1ng d1ff1cu1t1es in the1r ‘relationships

Ve

that are stressfu] to\the degree of requiring therapy With such coup]es,
\ ' ‘ .
the program cou]d be used in con3unct1on with therapy . In this inStance,

the ba51F commun1cat1on skills taught by- the MEP could fac111tate re-
stab11sh1ng\\0r perhaps establﬂsh1ng for the first twme. a d1a1ogue
hetween the partners. 'As ; the emphas1s on recogn1t1on of the posw-.

~

and reTatlonsh1@s could focus them on’ aspects-of the

tive‘aspects\of”s

\
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re]at1onsh1p of wh1ch they were unaware, or for the most part were non- o

: ex1stent In e1ther case, the knowledge’ ga1ned cou]d be used beneficially,
-9

tither in the ex1st1ng relat1onsh1p or in subsequent ones.
§

The MEP has served a th1rd and also valid funct1on--that of an

A

1ntroductory program in c0mmun1cat1on sk111s, specifically d1rected at

.

married coup1es, but app?\cab]e to any 1nterpersona1 re]at1onsh1ps The \

comnun1Cat1on skills that have been 1ntroduced in the MER\can.he

developed further in a program"such as the MCCP. In\add1t1on to employ— \l ~ g

ing exercises to develop the use of effective communication gkills, the

MCCP has inc uded a conceptual framework to a1d undersﬁ@nd1ng

\

pr1ate use of four sty]es of commun1c t1on One group- 1eader 0 has run Vo
h

both MEP and MCCP groups has found that prior part1c1pat1on in the MEP"
A\
has prOV1ded the: necessary base fordeffect1ve part1c1pat1on 1n the MCccP,

»part1cu1ar1y for those coup]es u}#am111ar w1th the roles played by se‘?f§ 7

~awareness and respons1b111ty in effective commun1cat1on Since MCCP wa
AN
designed to\teaqh couplesito become se]f-suff1c1§nt 1n deve10p1ng and

N,
\

~changing. the1r relat1onsh1ps in the directions they/choose, part1c1pat1on'

| in a ‘MCCP group m1ght\meet the need expressed by some part1¢1pants for L

—~

_more exper1ence in the- sk11ls taught by the MEP.

L1m1tat1ons and Ingllcat1ons for ¢ e )
Future Investlgat1ons _ .

e As prev1ous]y ndicated, the absence of enough couples to form.a ..
A\

contro] group at the t1me of ‘this study constituted a magor 11m1tat1on

A]though a few exper1menta1 studies have been done on marriage - enr1chment .
oW . \‘,: o
types of groups (Bruder, 1973; Nadeau\ 1971, Rappaport \ ' ‘ v
SORE & "

still ex1sts 3 need for research us1ng commOn 1n$trﬂhe_ ‘

N \"g
N .
. “ .-




populations. s " . o \\
In this study the previous 11m1tat1on Was further augmented when

only nine of the seventeen couples comp]et1ng the pre-MEP 1nstruments
returned the post-MEP 1nstruments wh11e none of the fo]]ow up quest1on—3 .
k‘na1re respondents ment1oned Tength as a drawback \Item 155 Ap&ndm E)

;he time. required was 11ke1y too lengthy to be 1nc1uded as f the

~

1ast session. Nhen such t1me is requ1red possibly the a of ap

extra session, either before or after the sixth MEP sess: ;gu]dfbe.
included.as part of the whole program to ensure a‘highefjalturn of the‘
test 1nstruments In the present study, four out of ”1)( follow-up,
quest1onna1re respondents ‘who d1d not return the post-MEP 1nstruments
1nd1cated they had completed the 1nstruments, but had not returned‘them;
su9985t1ng that there was 11tt1e 1mpetus to komplete th1s requ1rement

. once the program per se, .was comp1eted

. _~" Beyond the obvious sample 11m1tat1ons qf the present study,

~

possible se]ect1ve ‘factors limiting the representat1ves to those who
initially’ chose MEP type programs may\have ex1sted In a survey study,
4K1ﬁby and Davis (1972) found that‘touples who fo11owed through on their
‘comm1tment to complete the two phases of theijr study, _ “Wﬁo Volunteer for

) Research on. Mar1ta1 Counse111ng“, wa1ted and dated 1onger before marr1age,

had separated for marital prob1ems more frequent]y, had h1gher incomes h

nd rated parents as hav1ng higher soc1o econbdmic status occupat1ons, SN
TTTR— ~

than did non- part1c1pants S1nce their criteria for “marital counse111ng

~

shared w1th the coup]es, was broad enough to include the concept of
marriage enr1chment\\perhaps similar studwes us1ng marriage- enr1chment-

! ~

typé programs as an option, could e1uc1date their relevance of MEP types

3 of Drograms €b&d¥] types of marrtages



_ time-for isnitgan open system, adapting to social} change? -

- fundamentally different meanindgs of marital funcrioning nave e~eriay.
T 'y . ] -3, Bl RN

M

i

A-further limitation concerns the appropriateness of the instru-

ments used in this study. Their Tength as a drawback has already been
it

s

;considered As1de grom this is the quest1on of ' the1r re11ab111ty and

va11d1ty, espeﬁlally as re]at10nsh1p measures Nh11e the 16 PF have been

‘widely used and has aq‘hhulated normat1ve data as we]l as re11ab111ty
‘and va11d1ty (as far as persona]1ty measures can) it rema1ns an 1nd1v1dual
| measure, even when used with regard to mar1ta1 re1at1onsh1ps (Cattelf

-~ and Nesselroade 1967). Of the three relat1onsh1p measures used, the

PAI a]one has had some va11dat1on at the time of this study (Shostrum,

F.L., 1973). Again there 1is need for more stud1es to be done using the
. s . i - \ o « H
same instruments.

3

Perhaps accruing from “the afbrement1oned 11m1tat1ons of: 11m1ted \

samp]es and mu1t1p11c1t§/5¥/e;a;uat1ve cr1ter1a, ev1dence to th)s area

14

~of research are two re]ated cons1derat1ons

a) the need for clarification of the critéria constituting marital

\ \ .
:

N

functioning; and -
b) ‘the need for mare frequent use in research of alternatiye -
‘methods of instrumentation and design. N ‘ \ .

© 9

“Underlying ‘the difficulty of defining marital ?unctionfng/has been

the confusion about:what dé%fnes a marriage. Is marr1age a role re]a-'

o

t1onsh1p, the roles be1ng a consequence of 1nherent character1stfcs of

each sex or is 1t a relat1onsh1p between two 1nd1>\duals wno are equally

~

respons b]e for the form and quallﬁx of their particular marr1a§e Joes.’

\

' marr1a_e operate as a closed system--an institution-tnvariaole after. -
3 : N i

.. : o, Y s L > ‘VLJ
Considering the interrelationsnip of these tw0 Quest ans, “ad
, . _ y _

— o

.dv}
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4

As the more trad1t10na1 ro]e re]at1onsh1p marr1ages have most often been

Ty

treated as a closed system mar1ta1 funct1on1ng has mednt commitment to

'J. o

an 1nst1tut1on Alternat1ves to A ro]e relatlonshxp marrlage for the most
pa 3 have been cons1dered dev1ant and u1t1mate1y threaten1ng to the

ins 1tutron'of marr1age ) A]ternate]y, thh1n an open system perspect1ve :

“ons marr1age mar1ta1 funct1on1ng has’ come to refer to the comm1tment of
two peop]e to, each other o L |
” Wh11e the ro]e re]at1onsh1p type 6f marriage has been amply |

.

cr1t1qued as be1ng non- adapt1ve to the demands of our chang1ng soc1fty,
as we11 as detr1menta1 to personaT development, 1t has been the insist-

ance’ on treat1n? this type of marr1age as a c]osed system wh1ch has béen

-,

bas1ca1]y quest1oned (Branch 1873; Buckland, 1972 Laws, 1971 0'Neill
\

~and ‘0" Ne11] l§73 A]though the open.. system perspect1ve has acknow]edged

o many d1fferent styles of re]at10nsh1ps as marrtage, severa] wr1ters have

-

¢

suggested that one.partlcular sty]e ig” qua]1tat1ve1y super1or to others-—

‘e
L'/

- tha 1s the t}pe of re]at1onsh1p wh1ch fac1r1tates 1nd1v1dua1 personal
~

m-v.

growth as well as re]at1onsh1p growth(Lederer and dackson, 1968 Mace,

1972; .and Shostrum and'havanaugh, 1971). HJ. S

- Titerature on marital re]at1onsh1ps Rurther, 1nstrumentat1on has often

At present both perSpectives on marriage'are represented in the

4 v

o ref]ected e1ther é trad1t1ona1 b1as or a ‘growth re]at1onsh1p b1as While

tne growth or1ented re]at1onsh1p may certa1n1y be more sat1sfy1ng for

\ many,,1s 1t necessar1]y the best. re]at1onsh1p for all couples? VRather ’
with the expectat1ons of marr1age varying w1de1y among people, ‘the tey to
a functioning re]at1onsh1p would seem to be the effect1ve commun1cat1on
skills deemed essential to this type of reﬂat1onsh1p Whether, these sk111$

a]hays or necessarily lead to a growth or1ented re]at1onsh1p remains to

85
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"gained is 1mportant to many coup]es, regard]ess of the state of their

. . L »

» ' / .

‘ be seeni(Kantor and Lehr, 19755 Mace, 1972; Watzlowick, Beavinsand Jack-

son, 1967). ‘ /‘ . | o

" From the*foregoing it wou]d appear that researchers‘aﬂd thedfe—

ticians of both tTosed “and open perspect1ves‘have largely aSsumed they

L]
know what marnhage is or at. 1east what the best" ‘marriage” is. In§

~ either case the assumpt1ons have been treated as faéts and frequent]y

-

remain unstated or unexam1ned It is suggested that more descr:pt1ve

stud1es us1ng observat1ona1 methods need to be done on marr1age in

order to d1scover what k1nds of marr]age qb in fact ex1st (Kantar and

' 'Lehr, 1975; Lederer an Ua\:son, 1968; Murphy and Mendelsqn, 1973; and
Raush Herte] and Swa1n, 19%4).  As Kantor ‘and Lehr,ijS?ﬁ? found Jn

"the1r observat1ona1 study of the fam11y, it may be that d1fferent types

of mamr1a9e tend ito- d1sso]ut¢on in drfferent ways and ucder d1fferent

cand1t1onst A]] types may- be funct1ona1 within their respective para—

meters. R , ~

In conc]hsion,'since partners can no Jonger assume that: they
1

. /
‘shareetsa same be11efs and expectat1ons regard1ng marriage, 1earn1ng

o

effect1ve ways of commun1cat1ng at least can prov1de them w1th the means

to make expectat1ons exp11c1t and to choose\the d1rect1on of . their

response. The cont1nued exposure to such programs as the MEP #

a

suggestS'that the increased awareness and understanding of ‘each other so

2

re]at1onsh1p
i
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These se551ons may be led by a 51ngle leader. However, [ have
found it very effective for a couple to lead thHe sessions as leader
participants. This not only helps to relax the participants; it

provides occasionally for effective role models in entering certain . -
of the exercises,

" In talking about -the role or the role function of the group leader
or lTeaders, I want to illustrate how with his instructions he sets the
structure of what it is that people do that from time - to.time he will
have to give 13%nt1ca1 instructions or illustrate them because the
structure has broken down. That is to say, the group is no longer doing
what it \s ke originally 1nstructed them to do and therefore he will
)have to g1ve them repeated or better illustrated instructions and 1n
, d¢ing so he is restructur1ng the group.

\ ,

I will also have to ‘point out that separating feelings from
thoughts is-a very difficult thing to do and at best you are trying to
get people to be more aware of the feelings or emotional tone of their
thoughts; i.e., that there are enfotional components, that go along with
and are a part of the thought that had to do with the significant other.,
Therefore, many times the instructions are to report feelings and in
doing so they will be report1ng a combwnat1on of thoughts, emotions and
sensations. . . :

One key rule for the marriage enrichment programs is that the
participants are not allowed to explain or talk about the ‘why s" or
"becauses" of their feelings while participatipg in the exercises. The
leader should be very firm about -this. I have found it helpful to say:
"You are allowed only one because statement with your feeling; after that
you are probably practising expressing thoughts instead of feelings.'

This rule not only keeps the group pract1s1ng expressing feelings; it
prevents the airing of ‘theyparticipant's personal laundry in front of
the group during a moment of enthusiasm which might cause misgivings
later. P

In the instructions, the doub1e-spaced'matetia1 is for you to
express to the Jroup. The single-spaced material is meant for you.

A L e
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[nstructions for Session 1
. o
There are four simple ground rules for us\to abide by: (1)
attend each session; (2) seriously try eeeh“]og book as&ignment; (3)
genuinely attempt eacn exercise the group leaders present; (4) when

asked, describe whatever feelings have been experienced, whether they . .'[

i

~ .t 3 £

are positive or negétﬁve.

In each session there waT be two or three exercises which will’
involve you talking about some aspect of your mérriage which you value.
As you do so, btnersvwil1 eXperfence fee]ings which they wi]t be esked
to describe. As we go e1ong you may become more sensitive to your
feelings. The fee11ngs will not a]ways be pos1t1ve Sometimes, you
may exper1ence emot1ons of regret d1sapp01ntment even resentment
It is JUSt as important to describe these fee11ngs when thex,are
experienced ds it is to describe those of love, warmth, joys etc.

Our ro]e as group 1eaders is a very 11m1ted one Chiefly, we give
you the instructions of what to do and then sit-back and watch you do 1t.1
If we feel you'héve not understood what it is we qsked you to do, we
will describe it agai?. Sometiy@? we will help you by asking specific
questions. We wf}J share our feelings as any other g?;up member. But

" the good you get will come from what you experience as you participate‘

in the exercises or procedures, and from observing the experiences of
AN . .

»

other group members. Doing the log book assignment intensifies what

: , . \ . . \
everyone experiences in the session. ' -

The first exercise involves practice in recognizing one another's



Steelingsy remembering that effective communication does not require

~

agreement but. that it does require understanding,  In your log book,
you will find an answer sheet. d purceptual congruent chart and instruc-
tions for group play from the game "Two~-to-0ne",

1.\

See Lhat they locate the answer sheet and chart. o

2. Read the instructions aloud ‘while the group reads them sllently.
Then say:

Here is your first ituation:
: N ——

1. Read situation card #1 and present personal viewpoints poiter
#1 )p]easant but cool, irritated, subm1551ve, happy) .

2. When they have recorded thelr answers, say someth1ng like:

"~ Okay, compare your answers with those of your spouse and fill in the

4

appropriate -number ofs spaces on the perceptual congruent chart. You

may briefly discuss your answers together. If you did not match at all,

\

’iet me know anq [ will ine you a consequehce card\‘pHere_is your second
.'sftuation' ‘ : | - : _ B s
1. Read situation card #2 and present per;tnal vtewp01nts poster #2

beside h1mse1f/herse]f (he]p]es§, easy to get along‘w1th, calm).

2. Contifue as described above threuéhmallwftvé situations.

3. ho]]owing completion‘bf the last e1tuat1on, divide the ghoup
into couples not married to one another and g1ve them the .
following instructions: ‘ -

" Now I want you to separate enough from the group that“you may talk -

‘private1y While together 1 want you to take turns te111Q€ what

attracted you to your mate You w111 have about 10 m1nutes for this

part of the exercise (five minutes apiece, but you do not have to ta]k

_your five m1nutes all at tone time; if your partner says somethlng which

he]ps you remember something, you may add it).

"1 At the end of 10 minutes have the group refoyrm, wives on the.
left of husbands. | L 5

|



Y

'THen say: , \

[

0 . 4 [ , -

|

Let's go around the group and have the husbands share something with '

their wivgé f}om the th{ngs they just shéred with someone else's wife.

Who will begin? . = " \

1.

3.

Encourage the group to assume the responsibility for participa-
tion. 3 ‘ ' -

Encouragé péop]é to speak when they want to. That is, avoid

falling into. the pattern of going around the circ]g. -
: - . < .

When each husband has shared, say: .

A1l right, wives, Qha;;aré your feelings while listening to your

hu?band and other husbands?

1.

3.

J'»

Y

Give each wife an oppo}tunity to express her feelings and stress
“the:reporting of feelings whether positive or negative, but do

not allow why's or becauses beyond the Timit of one.

jence with the wives' sharing and the ;husbands'
reporting feelings. '

Repeat the exper

Ask for general discussion, i 7

: / .
The exercise we will do involves thinking about your own marriage

relationship and what about it really pleases }ou; that 'you are rea]&g
t .o

satisfied with. .

L . I'would like the husbands in the group to be first and to tell what

it is they really ]1ke»about‘their marriage.

I.

kIn order to encourage spontaneity and not set up a styte- of
responding which a group quickly adopts as a pattern, use no
particular order such as going in sequence in a given direction
.around the circle. Let husbands Spontaneausly answer, though
encourage the hesitant, if necessary.

Also encourage them to make additional comments if what others
have said caused them to think of some other aspect of their
marriage that they are very -pleased about. ‘ '

Initially, present this topic as in the above instructijons

‘without any illustrations. Let the husbands, themselves, come

up with answers which provide illustrations. £f they do not do
50, then restructure by giving an illustration, or by doing it
yourself. .

98



" 4. The rationale is for the group, from the very beginning, to .
assume responsibi11ty for respanding to the questngns and
topics given for discussion and to experience each®other's
responses as a source of stimulus and 1]1ustrat1on /

What did you feel ]1sten1ng to what your husband said and go what

other husbands said? ‘ o : :/

1. Let the order of response be spontaneous, although there may-be
some need to encourage the hesitant after the f1rst few have '
reported their feel1ngs

2. It is also very 1mportant to keep the wives' talking only about
feelings. Frequently, they will move quickly- from.describing
a feeling to discussing whythey felt that way. If they become
preoccupied with’ the “because" and/or begin’ intellectualizing,
restructure: "Just try to describe what you were fée]1ng while
listening to what the husbands sa1d“

3. If some negative fee11ngs or regrets are not reported, encourage
wives to report these if they felt thém. It is important from
the verly beginning to communicate,to‘the participants that when

\ they .are asked to describe what=they are feeling, they should

' report negative as well as pos1t1ve feelings. _ |

4. Now,%reverse the roles, w1th wlves7be1ng 1nstrueted:

Now I would like the wivessin thetgrdup to describe what it is about\
your marriage re]ationhhip'that really pleases you, that‘ydu are really.
satisfied about. ‘ /\ N |

1. Let wives respond spontaneously.

2. When the wives have. all had an opportun1ty to react to\each
other with add1t1ona] responses, then instruct-the huspands:

Husbands, what did you fee] listening to your wife and to the

. Q : ¢
responses of other w1ves7 :

1. The above quest1on and top1c for discussion is used as an ice
breaker. It is a question that is usually easy to respond to
for most husbands and wives. The question calls ‘for a positive
response, something that is readily and consciously available

land usually causes some feeling response to the listening spouse.
"It also provides the opportun1ty for feelings to be reported so .
that the whole process is one .which begins to set the pattern
for the behaving and responding that they will be asked to do
for the rest of the six sessions.’
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Instructions for Seséion 2

i , o s

warm up exercise

-

[ want to start by shar1ng w1th the group the fee11ngs you had while
d1scuss1ng your goa]s You may have experienced c]oseness, warmth or
‘joy. Or you may have been surpr1sed d1sappovnted or even irritated.

You may have had m1xed fee]1ngs. As best you can, share with us what
fee]ings you experienced. Anyone may start.

N

" S b . -
1. Let group members respond simultaneously initially; then
encourage the hes1tant directly by name.

5

for feelin \rather than descr1b1ng fee11ngs
3. Do not permit a group discussion of reaspns to get started..
4. ~Keep the group focused on describing their feelings.

5.1 If necessary, push- them to reca]] what they. felt by ask1ng if
, anyone else, felt . . . (make reference to what others have
already said and/or to some of the feelings 1dent1f1ed above).

6. Let this procedure go for about 10 to 15 minutes. . You'want them
to deve]op the expectancy of descr1b1ng their feelings to the
group. Therefore, this exercise is both a warm-up forsathe
.second session as we]] as a warm-up to exercises in subsequent
sessions. / . .

Marital dyadic sharing exercise

For this next exercise I want husbands and wives to go as cogp]es_>

100

o

into separate corners and parts of the room and do some sharihg with each

\

other privétely. o

Your log book assignment was to make a list of the thinés you do in

N

which you are saying to your partner:f "I Tove you, value, yous. appreciate
/ S )
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£ you, understand you,, respect you". When you are alonesI want you to

share with each other what you have written down.

£ ) .
Decide between you who is going to"share ffrst Then, te11 your
partner what it is you do- that says,'”I 1ove you, respect you, etc.’
1

Then ask for: feedback: "Do you exper1ence be1ng loved when I do th1s7"

"Do you experience‘being va]ued, understood?" Use your log book if you

'11ke, but use 1t JUSt to rem1nd you of the th1ngs you may have forgotten

[

‘to mention - don' t just read it. . ,'* 4
When the first one is”a11 finishedt then the‘other one take'y0ur

turn sharing and getting feedback."As you go along, you may exhérience

remémbering other things that you want to point odt: Do so. But for

the mostvpart try to ma1nta1n the structure of shar1ng which I have’

-

Jjust descr1bed to you. One person tells the other: "These are the

things 1 do wh1ch communicate that I love you, etc.". And the other

~

person gives him feedback.regarding each behavior: Yes or no, I feel
loved, etc., when you do that". When the one person is all finished,

then the other starts with:  "These are the things which I do which say

)

[ love yoo, etc.". : : : o ] o

Are there any‘questions? 1 wi]]ibive you 15 to 20 minutes to your-
selves to do this, then we will regroup again. As couples, trv”to get
as far away from other coup1es as you ‘can, However, once you start

sharing, you’w111 probably become unaware of the other coup]eéf
1. Allow up to 20 minutes for this exercise. Most coup]es can use -
this much time. However, if they all seem to be fzﬁ1shed early,
regroup them. When several couples appear to be’ fiht€hed, you -
may want to ask how many need a féw more m1nutes B ‘

- 2. Not every coup]e needs to have all the time they want to take
2 . and once a coup]e is finished, you do not want to-wdit very jong
before regrouping for the next exercise. The next exercise



. | 102
depends in part upon the coupies bringing to it some awareness.

of the feelings they have experienced while sharing: together.
o ;

\ Concentric circ]es exercise

Let's regqoup~now and .this time I want the wives to make an inner

circle and the husbands to sit 1n an outer c1rc]e where you are ab]e to

see your wi as she ta]ks

1. Hake wives form as tight a c1rc]e as poss}b]e so the outer
" cifcle is not so scattered.

the effe tiveness of this exercise is makimized if all in the
.o\ter cincle can hear what ‘is being saidf in the inner circle

1sten1ng and shar1Jg w1th your husbands Just now. I want

to emphasize that you descfjbe what you feLF,_rathen than discuss what

¢

was said. I want the husbands to try .to be aware of what you are<feel-

ing as you listen to the wives talk. o
1., Restructure the wives' participation ag is hecessary to keep
- them ta1k1ng about what they felt during the dyad1c shar1ng
exercise, x\ N

2. When there are no more fee]1ngs to talk about) groups tend to
slip into ta]k1ng ‘about: reasons or some other intellectual
exercise. ~Ask if ‘there are qther feelings they wish to

N déscribe If not, move to next step.
- 3. When the w1ves are f1n1shed \giJe’fhe‘husbands the following
et , instructions: ‘ ‘

3 . . v

- Now husbands,, describe what yoh a?e\Teeling right now~41sten1ng to
' o i . '

your wives.

-

1. Have them do this without'moving. The wives will be able td
‘ see their own husbands' Make sure. each husband responds

2. ‘Keep them ta1k1ng about their 1mmed1ate fee11ngs, NOT those they
~experienced while they were alone with their w1ves You may
* have to c]ar1fy this again. '



_wives sit where you will be able to see your husband as he ta]ks.

‘d1scuss1ng what was sa1d

a

Now, wives, do you hawe'any fee]ing'reactibns you want to share?

1. Do not’]et husbands and wives get’into individual con&ersations

2. .This part. shou]d not take too 1ong, but does permit feedback to
husbands and: peﬁm1ts each a chance to report on any .immediate
fee]1ng reactio Lo . .

Now'husbands, take the inner circle and.wives the outer circle;

‘Now,.I want the husbands to describe to each other'the various feel-

P4

\
1ngs you exper1epced with your w1ves when you were alone together

Aga1n, I w nt to emphas1ze that you describe what was felt,: rather than

1
1

, . \ ¥ v
| I‘want the wives to try to be aware of ‘what you are feeling as you
. . ' - e R . . .

listen to the husbands takk.

1. Réstructure the husbands’ "participatibn as’ is necessary to keep

.them talking about what tWey felt during the former dyad1c shar-'

“ing. N .
C 2. When the husbands are f1n1shed g1ve the w1ves the f0110w1ng
' 1nstruct1ons :

Now wﬁves, descr1be what you are fee11ng Just now, 11sten1ng to -

your husbands

1. Have them ‘do this w1thout m0v1ng The hUSbands.wi11 be able to-

see the1r own w1ves
2. Keep. them ta1k1ng about the1r 1mmed1ate fee11ngs, those they
exper1enced just now, while ]1sten1ng to their husbands

Now ,. husbands, do you have any . fee11ng react1ons JUSt now - ‘that you

want to share? g T .
' ¢ : %

1. Do not 1et husbands and w1ves get 1nto individual conversat1ons

2. Th1s part should not take very 10ng, but does” permit feedback to
wives and permits both husbands and wives “to report on immediate
fge11ng react1ons ;
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*concentric circle. You may want to\relate some of the things you.shared
. ] . )

o %J;:,{},, R - { ,( N 108

- 3,. The.major purpose in this entire series of concentric circle

o sharing is,-to provide opportunity to experience feelings and
report ,them; some of them after intervening experiences and
sogegof them immediately.

4. There are also many significant and positive disclosures that
~ have communicative value for given couples.

e ‘ . -
A

Términation of sharing exercise

¢ L

.

e ].H‘Regroﬁp into a Eing]e circle
B o I - N

., As a"final activity 1 would 11ké to go argund the circle and have:

- ¢ -

;iu'ieaﬁﬁbéfuyOQ share how'ydu are feeling about-what you did tonight as it

"+ relates.to what hdppenéd when yol were alone and/or when you were'in,the

~

‘when you were‘alone~thét were very meaningful to you. _There may have

\ been something you espécial]y 11kédror disliked about what we did

' ~Q tpﬁigHt.\\Aﬁd you'may have feelings related to others you want to share.

A
of

1. This gives participants an opportunity-tb relate some of the
content of their dyadic sharing as well as any insights or
experiences related to the concentric circles.

2. It is of value to go around the circle so that every person
feels some rgsponsibi]ity for sharing his experience.

™~
v

-Assignments -

.The.first assignmeq}fto be compﬁeted during'the“week is: "List all
.- the things your partner does that make you feel you are loved, valued,
respected, understood;_app;eciafed.by_him or her". Be specifié.A'what )
is their day-to-day behav{or thatbﬁommunicates to you that your pqpthér
‘1qus, va]ﬁes you; etc.? |
g

- Play “Two-tq—Oﬁé" at least once between sessions. _ o

>
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Instructions for Session 3

1. Ask how things went, feelings during homeworkysetc. (ad 1ib.).
. L] i - v

Husband group and wife group discussion

. For your 1og book ass1gnment you 11sted the th1ngs your partner‘

does from day to Jday which commun1cate\to you that he or she 1oves you,

ol

va]ues you, agjrec1ates you, respects you, understands you .

”~

For the nmext: exerc1se 1 want you to divide #nto two groups, a]l

-

) husbands in one group and all wives 1n1the other group. 'In your separatev

groups I want you to discuss among,yourse]ves what your partners do ‘

which make ﬁdu feel 1oved, understooda app\\t1ated That is, I want you

" husbands to share with each other what your wives do wh1ch makes you
fee] they love and res ect Yyou. ‘ S | _ );/g ,

Now, separate into gyoups and 1 w1]1 come to each group- and g1ve

-

you more spec1f1c instructions.

1. Go to the husband group and instruct each to describe what it is-
his wife does which makes him feel she loves, values, respects,
,understands him, T
. \
2. Emphas1ze they are to descr1be specific behavior and make
personal reference to their own w1fe and not about wiyes in -

general. ‘

ks ~

'h3. - Go to wife groUp and give similar instructions and emphasis.

4, Listen in'onfboth groups, making sure they are fo]]oWing your
,instructions appropriate]y; restructure as necessary.

4 5

- 5, After each pérson in the small group has had a turn, encourage -
~ additional responses. What others have said may have r m1nded
them of add1t1ona1 SpeC1f1C Rehav1drs :

6. A]]ow up to 15 m1nutes to tnsure everyone having an ample oppor-
* tunity.to. become personal]y involved - in ta1k1ng about their .
partners :

105 N\
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7. 'If 'you have a co-leader, each of you may stay with one of the

‘groups and give tI‘@;pstructions provided -above.

Sharing seat exercise - loving behavior

1. Regroup into one tight circle. If you are sitting in chairs,
have two extra chairs as part of the,circle. Face them toward
each other. If you are sitting on'tﬁ?“iipor{ leave enough
space at one"point in.the circle for two people.

2.1 You should plan to sit close to the sharing seat space so as to
hear every word and give instructions.

. \ R , “ . ’ N
- The next thing we are going to do‘is the "sharing seqt" exercise.
A couple sits facing each oth%rlin”that part of the'circ1e which has

been left open. " : | -
| “ o I
While sitting there you w111<share with each other' what you said

just now when you'wgre'in your separéte groups. That js, you will te]l

each other what it is the other does that communicatés love, understand-

“ing, respect. ’

- ) o : «
Although I want you to talk Toudly enough for all of us to, hear,

. N > ) )

you are to talk to each other as though you.are alone. Do not talk to.

us qbout your partner. Té]k.to your partner about whatdt is he dbes
whi ch makes you feel 10Véd,‘va1ued,‘etc.

Which couple will be first? (Permit the couples to come‘in_thé -
order. they chooSe.)‘.

- 1. When a couple gets up to sit in the sharing seat, make sure they’
are sitting face to face, close together, though not necessarily
touching each other, Also, where they are sitting is to be a
part of the circle. Do not put them in the middle of the circle.
As the first couple moves to the sharing seat space, have the
rest of the group close up the circle. When the next couple
comes, the first couple can take the empty space left in the
circle. Each time this change occurs, make sure a tight circle
is maintained. . " .

Now, I want you-to do this 1h a specific way. Who wj]]\talk first?”
(Now address ybur instrﬁctioné‘specifica]]y‘to each person. For sake

|

[N . : ’ >
: 3



of illustration, I am\assuming gpat the husband has said he will talk
il

0

first.)/
Sally, while Jim is sharing with you, I want you to be qu{et and %ot
verbally. respond QntiT I tell you to do so. When hé\is finished, I will
ask you to describé what you are feeling, ]istening fO'what,he says.
Then you will have your turn fo share Qith him. .
' \\ Now, Jim, I want you\to tell Sﬁl1y whatlit is she does which makeé\
you feel she loves you, values you, respects you, understandé you. You
may repeat what\you Haye already written ‘and said as.we11 askany addi-
“tional things whi;h come to mind.
"Bé specifjc and detailed in telling h;r.’ Also try.to point out not
only the big important thing§; but the very sma}]; day-to*day things
which she dbés that commun%cqﬁe_theée feelings to you.

. \

1. Immediately restructure for the person sharing if he fails to
speak in the first person to his partper (I - you, you - me) or
if he fails to bring the past into the present (when you do
such and such, I feel you love me). - - :

' \

2. Do not 1et a conversation get startéd between them. One is to
‘Tisten while the other talks. :

¥ : t s

3. If the one speaking haslyzfy—Tfﬁtle to say, encourage and - -
support him; e.g., "Are there other things she. does, little
day-to~-day things?" "Are there any S cific things she does

N which make you feel she understand%{iﬁﬁ, respects you?" '

4.; When the first person is finished, instruct the listener as
. follows: o . - ' ) <

Sally, what are your feelings, listening to Jim? Will you describe

* them to him? ,
“1... Start with the above instructions, but if necessary encourage
her to tell him what she is feeling right then; j.e., "I am
feeling, etc.” and also what she felt in response to.specific -
statements; i.e., "When you said, etc., I felt, etc.".
. \ o

14
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‘experienced as.you 1i§tened to Jim and Sally. You may -have felt some- °

" has had a chance to

"to them.

2. When she is finished descr;bing her_feeiings. give her explicit
instructions regar?ing sharing with him: . . V .

Now, Sally, I want you lo tell Jim what it is he does wh%ch makes
you feel he loves you, values you, respects you. Be specific andlb
detai]eq in te]]ing”him. |

1. When she {s finished: |

ij, what are youf fee]iﬁgé 1iétening to Sadly? Will you describén‘
them tb her? i /

‘ . . ' C
1. When he has ﬁhnished describing to her his feelings and before
they leave the sharing seat, give the following instructions to
the group: B - ‘ )
. . . . )

Now, let's go. around the group' and describe any feelings you A
thing about them or about yourself, or about your own re]?tionship:
whatever feelings you experienced, please describe'th%m to the group.

Let's begin With thevperson t6 the left of the couple and go i

order from persgn to person back around to the couple until each of us

eribe'the feelings we experienéed while Tistening

v -

strict in keeping individual group ﬂEmbers describing
feelings. Restructure quickly as necessary., They will feel
a_rfeed to Follow the description of a fee]i%g‘with‘a because

~ statement. -Permit the because statement as/it issdirectly

~ related to the feeling, but dp not Tet thgh go beyond. the
simple statement of "because" into some dissertation regarding - -

e that particular feeling. : _ :

2. The group leaders a]sq report their feelings.*
o O ,
\ﬁ. When everyone in the group has finished, then ask the couple:
What are you feeling now? yo N

1. Then -ask them to take the space in the cjré1e ]eft'By the-next
couple who sit in the sharing seat. : ~

~



2. Givé the same set of instructions.

3. If at all poss1b1e, every couple should participate during this
session, even if it means runn1ng overtime. The group situa-
tion develops in this session such that this becomes the best
moment foér any couple t? share the content they had preiared
for this session.

4. Continde to have the group share their feelings after each
couple does the sharing seat exerciSe

5. - At some point you will have to revitdlize the words most
frequently used during the sharing seat and by the observers. \
Individuals will begin to be apologetic for the frequent use
‘of the words love, happy, joy,.close, etc. Remind them that
the frequent use of the words does not reduce the intensity of
the feelings ‘they are trying to describe by the use of the
words. Emphasize they should not.permit the reality of their
“own experienced feelings to become unreal simply becaude tbere
are not, d1fferent words to use to describe the exper1ence

6. When the last couple has’ reported their feelings in response to

: the feedback of the group give the assignment for the next

week .
-

Assignments S \ .
A - . ¢
1. Do homework assignment for session 3.

s ‘ ;
2. Also, some ®ime during the next week, complete another of the
Toving behavior finventories. ‘

e



Instructions for Session 4

How’did things ¢o this week? Couples frequently report some diffi-
culty in doing tMe sparing seat alone without group support. | wonder
if any of you may have experienced this?

\ 1. Allow approximately 5 minutes if there is discussion.
\ )

[

2. .Divide i'nto two groups. Men'and women should be in each of
these groups. However, spouses should not be in the same
group. ~ ‘

3. One of yyou should go with one group and one Vi£h the othér.

This is your tipe to discuss points about the homework. We can

talk about spéc%fic jdeas and we can talk about our reactidns in rela-
.y tion to some of fhe jdeas. This is sharing time and you may discover
ideas or fee]ingy‘wﬁich yOQ will want to discuss further at home with
yoﬁr partner. Wg haye about 20 minutes.
. 1. It is ai] right fOr‘mEmbers'to taﬁk “topic" and remain\fsafe“

AY

2. The purpose iy for the participants to "try out" talking about -
‘ sexualit-y., , Some will be more comfortable than others and a
c11maﬁe of "hOwever you are is okay”‘shou]d be encouraged. No
~one shoy 1d pe forced to contribute.

3. The mann €r in which you share will be a very important factor.
If you s hould be a Tittle "up-tight" say so.

4. Reform Y he total group. |\
Does anyone have any feelings which they want-to share at this
point?

I. Let the grQup have an opportun1ty to respond. Shou]d negat1ve
feelings become ev1dent at some po1nt you may wish to say:

Someone once said that it isn't so much what happens to,us as it is
how we interpret what happened. How can we interpret th1s or work qn it

s
so that it does @ot rema1n a negat1ve but turns into a positive? Think

IR ,
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about that and be encouraged to work on it at home,
[ know tllll(fl you will be anxious to get home and discuss these
things. Perhaps you might want toimuu Lhe sharing 1edt format.
\\ 1. Show the film "Sexuality and Communication".
5 ‘

2. You may wish to comment that as good as the film is, it cannot
speak to individuals in all areas. Sex is a very unique
aspect of a person and that they may ftind areas that RN

“them as well as areas that do not ittt
3. following the film, talk as Lime allows. Give out homework for

the next session. Request that participants dress informally
for the fifth session and that they do not have their hair done.
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Instructions for Session 5 I .
How did the Week-go7 Sometimgs couples report a difficulty in
trying to ma1nta1n a pos1t1ve out] k.' 1 wonder if any of you may have ¢
exper1enced a des1re to be negat1ve7 F:”ﬁfgﬁﬁ“f“ <% ,
R S
] A]]ow epprox1mate1y 5 m1nutes 1f there is d1SCU551on Co T
As<éartners I want you to go to separate areas in the room to 5

discuss th1s week's homework Quest1on5~1'and 2 in the assignment /

{
should be looked at not as an either/or situation. You could have both. ,//\ L

You should go through thecremaining“QUestfons in the fo]]owizg//ﬂ/ : <\\

. g

manner. Decide which of you will speék first. The listener then
repeats to the speaker what he heard the speaker say. The speaker
acknow1edgesiWhen e believes he has been understood. . The 1is%g@?r then ~

becomes the second speaker andiéhares his answer to that question. His

partner now listens and repeats back in the same manner as the first

Tistener. «Go through all of the homeWwork in this manner. Are there any

€

questions? - _ oy
1. Allow 15 or 20 minutes‘for'thisUexercise.
2. Reform the group.

N

I want each couple 'to take turns describing their feelings which @ ~

they exoerienced while dfscussjng their homework.

‘1. This may be the best time to have a coffee break.

\

2. You shoutd now give input about sexuality and sensua11ty along
the following lines:

o

The spegific sexual part to the program is now behind us. What we
e oPeY

. .
would Tike to talk about now is sensuality, a much broader area than



m3 .-

sexuality. In fact, sean11ty\1s only one part of sensuality. More
o . : . _ N
~appreciation of our sensuality cam increase our sexual pleasure and can

also be appreciated for purely sensual benefits. More sensual awareness

°

brings about a total bodyuexperience,‘qot qut.a 1oca112db genjta]nfeel-
ing% |

Sometimes we deny ourselves aﬁd others sensual c5ntact becauseein
our culture almost any tOUCh heats up sexually pretty fast This is not’
so in all cu]tures _‘,f ‘ 1

1...The group mayﬂdiseuss teuching custoﬁs in otHer cU1tures, ete.

N \ - Can we sha?e seme of our sensual favorites? One ofvhine is sliding

into bed between fresh, qlean sheets . “l  P | y

1. Take a few m1nutes here to let the group explore their 1nd1—
‘vidual awarenesses.of. sensua11ty _ e e

Massage is a spec1a1, shared sensua] experwence Tonight’@e;are \\//*
géingkto.prac§1se.a face and head mas?age, Before getting into it, -
thbug NI would Tike to share some thoughs coneerning_massage‘in genera],.

\——T\\\Pick‘from pages 1, 21-24, 27-28, 39-44, 48. v .
2. Also Took at pages 135?\38 L
3. For the marriage enr1chment massage, we do 1t\1n a sitting
- position. .
I will give instructions whi]e.massag%ng (partner's name). The

. spouse who is to be massaged first sHoqu‘sit on the floor and lean back
pouse saged firs

be ween his/her partner's legs. Or the spouse who is to be massaged may
sit ™m_the chair and his/her partner should stand Leh1nd him/her. Are

we ready? _" o , | ‘ o .
1. Instruct1ons and illustrations for the'massage are found on
©_ pages 39-44 and page 48. After f1n1sh1ng the massage, wait for
a brief time and ask:
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How are you feeling? : v
Now, let's change places and repeat the massage.
1{\lThe-1eader doing the massaging should repeat thé directions  .»7
~again as he/she demonstrates (pp. 39-44, 48). After finishing
the massage, wait a brief time and ask:
How are you fee]ing?

N\

1. Some general discussion may just naturally happen. Don't worry
about forc1ng it because some groups ar% just too relaxed to
' get going aga1n ‘

Assignments

“Look at youf 169 books on page 8 which sta;ts out "As a reguTt of
‘these meetings,‘havé'ybwaecome»aware.bf prob1éms or poténtié]bproblems?”
.SOmg time during the next week, try to think-aboqt'thié and write a few

sentences. .
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Instructions for Session 6 = . L

| L | \‘
s |

~Marital dyadic mirroring exercise ' : C : \

This sedsion begins with an exercise invelving separattng couples.
~ Stand facihg each otheh with enough room betweenicoup1es that inh arms
fully extended from your sides, no one 1%/touch1ng anyone else.  Every-
ione get into such a position. Then [ will-give you add1tjona1_Jnstnuc-
tions. - | ‘ v : L

~ N

1. Each coupte shou]d be stand1ng fac1ng each other and able to
~wave their arms fully to their sides and not" touch anyone else.

_}a»pr, put your. hands up‘1ﬂ front of you kt about shoulder level with ‘
palms out from you about 12 inches dnd»facing toward thé palms of”your
‘partner. Adjust your distance fnom‘each”other so that you anp/tomfortl
able holding your holds 1n(front of you with about 6 inches between your
~palms and those of your partner. | .
vThe object s to maintain your handsdin exact counterpositton to
: yoUr partner while moving them 1in various patterns so that‘the sénsation

is that of stand1ng in front of a m1rror, whenever you move your hands,

there is a]ways a pa1r oppos1te yours | »

Now, keep1ng your eyes focused on a point between the eyes,of your
partner,and’W1thout any talking, move your honds uery s]Ow]y in a plane
“between you and your partner, so that you can always keep your pa]msF
“opposite'each other,vappnoximate1y 6 inches apart.
~ Move them vety s]ow]y,,fd]]owfng'an pattern you desire, out you

N

‘must try to keep your_hands always opposite those of youf partner at all
\ . :

times as though you were standing in front of a mirror. Do ndét take

/
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~our eyes off the spot between the eyes of your partner.
1. Move about giving d1rect1ons to 1nd1v1dua1 coup]es as neces-’
sary.
2. \Rem1nd them ndt to ta]k to keep eyes focused on a point | “
between eyes of partner, to move hands very slowly, keeping
them 6 inches apart and a “iqays keep1ng them opposite those of
their partner.
3. Let this continue flor 3 to 4 m1nutes, permitting enough time
‘for couples to begin to get the idea and to also encounter the
fact of two separate wills. Notice there is ndt anything in
your 1nstruct1ons which suggests wh1ch person should be a~
fo]]ower ,
ATl right, drOp‘your arms and let them rest a few minutes-before
we do-it again. Now, what did you fee] wh11e ‘trying to do*td1s7
y A]]Nright I waAt you to try it again and th1s time work toward a
sense of oneness, be1ng ne1ther the leader nor the fo]]ower Concen-
trate on being one with the other such that your hands ‘are moving
together s1mu1taneous1y, but no ta]k1ng ot o ' .
kY . "/ )
~ 1o Give them another 3 or 4 minutes. R . ‘ . <

2. Some couples will tend to still be jerky but most couples Wi]1
-begin to experience a-sense of working tdgether in oneness.

Now, drop your hands to rest again. What did you exoerience this

t1me??// : S - T | L

Now try JUSt one‘more time and see 1f"ou can 1ncrease your fee]—
e

1ngs of togetherness and oneness.

-

1. Stop them after 5 minutes and regroup in-a circle:

» - .
A1l r1ght drop your armsé;ﬂd let's regroup in a t1ght circle. o L
That can be a fun éxercis

a

ings you experience. : : o : ‘ o~

. . . N
R “ B

to try together and to share the feel-



yo

. once we siart you will go fro

‘We will not yegroup again until yo

. be done in silence. -

.

have compﬂeted a]] of them

-~

1. Youwill give them all ¢he instructions the first time while
- everyone is sti N ong circle.

When we separate I Want you to sit very close to each other,-c1oser\w\\

than is possible if you sit direct]y opposite each other. ‘Thereforeg‘
you will need to be more alongside each other but still facing each

other. Get\intora"comfortable sitting position if:you can, for you will
v L ‘ t
be there approx1mate1y 20 minutes. - N '

h

" The first thing I want &ou to do is to share with each otheﬁ what’

you feel has happened to you, to your partner and to your relationship

4

as a furiction of attending these meétihgs.' You wrote something about -

- this in your log books. Now you will have 8 to 10 minltes to verbé]]y-

sha*e your feelings about WHat has happened; espeéid]]y the things you
_ B i n ! ] |

 Tike.

@

Then I will tell you to stop and start the next exgrcise. From

this point'on you arernoébto talk-to each other., "Everything else is to

kN

Thevsecond éct{vity is to think about the thihgs you experienced in -
‘the prev1ous sesT1ons that you rea]]y liked. Try to reca]l and‘re]ive

B spec1f1c t1mes in which something was said" and felt which was a | h1gh

point for you, very rewarding experience. Try to reca]] what was- said,

" who said it and what your feelings were at the time." You will have

approximately 5 minufesitd da this. You should close your eyes during

this time. E f . - B -

17



_.are to communicate what you wantkthem to know nonverbally. Whatever

Ty | max imum,”

- 118

"1 will tell you when to stop and start ‘the third exercise.
Continuing td'keep your eyes closed, at my signal begin to focus upon a
fee]ing:you wpdld i%ke very nuch to eXpressto yopr partner; a fee]ing ,
about tnem,.sdmething you wou]d very much 1ike them to know. The more x\
you concenfpate on this, the more 1nt%nse1y you will probably feel it ) b}\ -
and want to communicate it. | \& -

»Atvtne~end of 2 minutes .1 will as!\you to open your eyes and

express the feeling to your partner but without using any words,/ You

behavior seems mos t expressive pf your fee]ings,\go ahead and.q‘e it.

Bu£ no ta]%dng. Each parﬁner will haLe 1 minute in which‘;o Eommuni - )

cate his feel{ng _— - | } )" i\,
P]ease try to follow my 1nstruct1ﬂns very c]ose]y -Before each'new

exerc1se I w111 br1ef1y tell you what to do next
Are there any quest1ons?

I want you to be very much- aware of what you have been feeling,

11sten1ng to these 1nstruct1ons At the end of the session we may

. d1scuss how you are fee11ng r1ght now. Everyone find a corner.

1. Make sure husbands and w1ves are s1tt1ng very close to-each
other.

Now, spend the next 8 to 10 m1nutes shar1ng w1th each other what

)

you fee] has happened to you your par%ner your re1at1onsh1p as a

; resu]t of participating in these sessions.. Share with each other how

you feel about it. ¥ :‘ : R ’
A 1. At the end.of 8 minutes ‘if it appears that all the coup]es have
~ done all the serjous sharing, start them on the next exercise.

But do. make them use at least 8 m1nutes ~ Ten minutes is the

-
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|
"'Please finish up what you are sharing now and stop (wait 15 to 20
seconds). R 1'3 | C ‘ o
Now, from this point until we regroup, please de hdt talk to each
other. ¢1ose'your eyes and.for‘thk next 4 minutes recall fhe good -
_exper1ences you had in the prev1ous sessions; try to relive them. ‘

Remember whét was sa1d what was felt. ‘Until I ask you to stop, p]eaSe

T

_continue to relive specific expernences that‘were very meaningful to |

~

you. . ‘.' ' o ' .
B 1. wAt the end of 4 minutes,*gfve the following 1hs£hucLioh§'
Cont1nu1ng to keep your eyes c]osed for the next 2 m1nute§ please
“exp]ore youh fee11ngs about your partner: or for your partner that you
would like Very ‘much to have him or her‘know.- Then focus on just one
particular feeling theﬁlyQﬁgmost want to share, want to express right
now. Tweﬂmjhutee is a very long time to hold,on to one feeling, So try
to experience this feeling as intense]y as_you\possib1y can. Let. is grow
within'you.“ D | ,
Sl At the end a full 2 minutes, give the fo]Wowﬁng instructiohs:
New, openlyo r/eyes and without‘eéying a werd 1 waht‘the wives
.first to commun1cate your feelings to your husband in whatever nonverba]
’way best expresses what you want him to know. Let the fee]1ng dec1de
what you do. You have 1 minute to do thisﬂ"Husband, b# aware of all
 the feelifigs Jou are‘experiencihg. :
1. /At the end of ] m1nute
i Now husbands, it 1s your turn; w1thout saying a word [ want_ you
to commun1cate your fee11ng$ to your wife in whateyer nonverha] way best

/exprésses what you want her to know let the feé]ing detide‘what you do.

A\
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You have 1 minute to do this. Wife, be aware of all the feelings you

. experience.

N

1. At the end of 1 minute, have them regroup into one c1rc1e

2. Do not encourage ta1k1ng at th1s point.

N

Marital dyadic feedback . T

1, Eﬂéentia]]y, you are going to interview each couple rédarding v
hat they experienced. Pick your couples in some randop
ashion, rather than going.dround the circle in sequence.

2. There are foyr aspects of the experlence you want them to
- describe:

: a) Describe what ve feeling waE‘they t?ied‘to communicate
\ .- - _ o

i nonverba]]y

\\\\:; b) Report whether they understood spec1f1ca11y what the feel-

to communicate to him.

A
\

you.

4. When you have setected your first Couple:

. \mg was. ) _ . L

c) Describe what was done nonverbally. - \ _— f

d) Describe what fee11ngs were be1ng experienced wh11e being Y
communicated to in this nonverba] way. \ - .

3. You willl try to get answers from each partner to al} four of
your questions in the sequence.diven, However, as you go-
along, couples will begin to give the information.mare-spon-
taneously so that you may not always need to ask the specific
~ questions. , . . ‘ :
/ . . | ' | @

Now, sit fécing eaCh'othen. Sally, telil Jim what you were trying
\ N B . AN .

, . ¢
1. Make sure she speaks directly to him.

Jim, tell Sally what you thought she wasihryihg to ,communicate, to

1. If theré is a d1screpancy, a short 1nteract1on may fo]]ow in

which the partners try to account to each other for the
~discrepancy, -but do not permit a long dialogue. ™~



/

" couple describing their experience.

-
.

Now, Jim, you tell Sally what you wefe trying to communicate tot
her.
Sally, tell Yim what you thought he was trying tb communicate to
you. ' ‘ | A
A1l }ight, now Sa]ly, what did you do nonverbally to .communicate
your”fee]ing? | h‘ | |
‘. Jim, déscrib? to Sally any feelings you experienced as she did
that. = B | v |
- dim, what did you do nonverbally to communicate your‘fee]ings?
._$a11y, describe téVQim any ?éé1in§s you experienced §svhe did that.’

1. Pick another couple, asking them to éit facing each other and .
ask each of them the same four questions in the sequence given.

%; Have. each couple participate in this manner.

[N

\ v ~
N » Al

Group feedback S ; _ -

N

Now, let's shé?é“ﬁhateqer feelings we experienced listenifig to each

1

1. Let this be totally quntaneous. Stop it when everyone has,
"~ responded who wants to respond. Do not encourage responses
from any who fail to do so. S )

What kinds‘okaeactions do you ha&e to'this session?. What did you

like and-dis1ike? '
1. Let this be spontaneous. . '\<

\ . ' : —

2. ﬂf it does not come out&spontaneously, ask what people were

| feeling as _they heard the instructions for the first time and

as they started to leave the circle®to separate as couptes.

~ In what wéys"did your feelings about the group experience ;hahge

from‘seésion to session? Any suggestions: about what was very helpful

1
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and what was not particularly helpful?
Let's go around the group'and each of us take this opportunity to
. ‘ \
sdy something final~to tpg\gﬁggpnﬁggfrding what we are feeling.

A
|
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APPENDIX B

THE LOVING B VIPR INVENTORY (LBI)
’ \

MALE AND FEMALE FORMS
. {
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APPENDIX B

In this series of statements, you will be considering relationship
‘behaviors. Your answers will not be shown to your spouse. Please
answer as horestly and accurately as you can.

Circle the number which represents how seldom or how often the follow-
_occur: : ‘ :

Very Se1dom Some Very Often

1. I show an interest,in listening
to her or her interests.- 1 2 3 4 56 7

2. 1 say or do things which let
2 her know that I value and \
aqpreciate her. ' 1 2~ 3 4.5 6 7
3. In a clear and definite manner,
[ let her know that [ would
enjoy doing something or going .
somewhere with her. ] 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. I involve myself in activities
I enjoy which do not include _ ,
her. A ‘ ’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Y

5. I tell her that she is™oved. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. In a c]eﬁr and definite manner,

[ let her know I desire a

sexually pleasuring experience :

with her. : 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7

7. During our times of sexual _ ,
pleasuring, I let her know ' :
that she ig pleasing me. . 1 2 34 5 6 7

4 (L.Q.I. form Ms)
¢ E.B. Branch, Jr., 1973



Circle the number which rep
ing occur:

1.

with me:

|

She shows an interest in
listening to me or my
interests:

She says or does things which
Tet me know that she values
and appreciates me:

In a clear and definite
manner, she lets me know
that she would enjoy doing
something or going somewhere

She involves herself in
activities she enjoys
which do not include me:

She tells.me that I am loved:
In a clear and definite

manner she lets me know that
she wants a sexually”

“pleasuring experience with me:

During our times of sexual
pleasuring, she lets me know
that I am pleasing her.

Very Seldom Some

1

(L.B.I. form Mo)

resents how seldom or how of ten the tollow-

Very Often

6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7

c E.B. B{anch, Jr., 1973



£%

Circle the number which represents how serom or how often the follow
ing occur: ' ‘ ‘

“Very Seldom Some Very Ofteﬁ%”qr

"1. I think she sees my behavior " “
- of showing an interest in

listening to her or her\ ~

1nterests as occurr1ng : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. I th1nk she sees my behavior

- of saying or doing things

which let her know that I

value and appreciate her as :

occurring: = - ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. 1 th1nk she sees my behavior
. of clearly and definitely

letting her know that I would

enjoy doing something with :

her as *occurring: o 't 2 3 45 6 7
4. 1 think she seés my involving

myself in activities which do ; |

not 1nc1u?e her as occurring: 7 ] 2 314 5 6 7

5. I think -she sees my behavior
_of telling her she is loved ° .
as-occurrings : 2 3 .4 5 .6 7
6. I think she sees my beha¥ior K
of clearly and definitely
letting her know 1 desire a
sexually pleasuring experience )
with her as occuﬁr1ng o 1.2 3 4 5 6 7

7. 1 think sHe sees my behavior
- of letting her know she is
pleasing me during our times .of :
sexual pleasuring as occurring: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

}qj . » ~ ’ 4

(L.B.I. form Mpo) .
¢ E.B. Branch, Jr., 1973
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£

In this series of statements, you will be cons1der1ng re]at1onsh1p

behayviors.

Your answers will nog be shown to your spouse Please

answer 'as honest]y and accurate]y as you can.

C1rc1e the number which represents how seldom or how often the follow-
1ng occur: : '

1.

N

‘1 show an interest in

Tistening to him or his
interests. \

I say or do tigings which

let him know that I va]ue'\.

and appreciate him.

In a clear and definite
manner, I let h1m know \
that I would enjoy do1ng

. something or going
‘somewhere with him.

I 5nvo1ve myse]f in
activities I enjoy which

'do not include . him.

1 tell him that he.is loved.

In a clear and definite
manner, I let him know I
desire a sexually pleasuring
experience with him,.

During our times of sexual
pleasuring, I let him know
that he is pleasing me.

Very Seldom  Some

o

~ Very Often

" (L.B.1. form Fs)

c E.B. Branch, Jr., 1973
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Circle the number which represents how seldom or how often. the £011ow-
ing occur: ' :

- 1.

~J

»

He shows an interest in
lTistening to me or my
interests. \ \

\ v

He says or does things
which let me know that
~he values and appreciates:

" me.

‘In a clear and definite
\manner, he lets me know
that he would enjoy doing
something or going

“-somewhere with me.

He|involves himself in
activities he enjoys
.which do not include me:

He tells me,fhat 1 am Toved.

In a clear and definite
manner he'lets me know
that he wants a sexually
pleasuring experience
with me.

. Quring our times of sexual

pleasuring, he lets me
know that I am pleasing him.

Very Seldom Some ‘Véry Often

N

(L.B.I. form Fo)
¢ E.B. Branch, Jr., 1973

[
b
\ \

1

o
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9

Circle the number which represents how seldom or-how often the follow-
ing occur: ’ . ) -

Vefy Seldom  Some \' Very‘Often

1. I think he se$s my behavior ‘ )
' of showing an'interest in S \
Tistening to him or his b .
interests as occurring. 71 2 3 4 5 6,7

2. I think he sees my behavior
of saying or 'doing things :
which let him know.that I - -
value and appreciate him . S .
as\occurring.. - L 12 34 5 67

3. [ think he-sees my behavior
~of clearly and definitely o ;
" letting him know that I - . s
would enjoy doing something ) ' S SN
or going somewhere with hwn :
. as occurring.

4. I think he sees my involving .
myself in activities which : : o
do not include him as occurring.. 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7

5. I think he seeS'my,behavior
of telling him he is loved as . : _
occurring. : 1 2 3 4v5 6 7

6. [ think he sees my behavior

n of clearly and definitely
letting him know I desire a
sexually pleasuring

expericacgawith him as | » L _
«occurrv N , ] 2 3q_'4 5 6 7

o 72, 1 think hemsees‘my behavior

~#i.7 - of letting him know he is
pleasing me during our times : ‘
of sexual pleasuring ass -~ | R

~.occurring. \ o1 203 4 5 6 7

(L.B.I. form Fpo)
"ch.B.,Branqh,\Jr., 1973
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CAPPENDIX C' , L

THE SELF-DISCLOSURE QUESTIONNATRE (SDQ) ’
h . .
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. \
In this series of ques®ions, you will be considering. some personal and
private matters. Your andwers will not be shown to your spouse. We
would like you to answer these quest1ons as honestly and accurately as
you can.
Circle the number which represents how 11tt1e‘o? how much you tell your '
spouse about: ' ‘ K
o o Very §e1dom " Some Very Mugh
1. When you feel especially . ' ‘ ‘ K |
proud or pleased with ‘ - N N .
- yourself. o .Y 2 3 4 5 ? 7 ‘\

2. When you feel vorried : | : |
_about something. o _ . 1.2 3 4 5 6 7

3. How-you feél when you
" recognize your spouse : _
understands what you mean.’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. When you feel proud or . SR

pleased with your spouse._\ . 1.2 3 4 5 6 7
5. How you feel when you and:
’ your spouse dhsagree about

something. N 1" 2 3 4 5 6 7

N v . b

6. 'How you feel when your spouse

behaves in some way you like. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. MWhen your fee]wngs are hurt - . .
) by someth1ng your spouse does. ] 2 3 4 5 6 17
\ .
8. " Mhen you feel d1scouraged or} . '
b]ue ‘ , L. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| o -
9. “When you feel happy about- T i
something. \ A o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Feelings about your own™ ‘ / |
‘sexual attract1veness ‘to : o _
your spouse ‘ ) : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Aspects of your own - . : o A : ’

persona%1ty that you like. | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

N



12.

13,

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

\

How you fée] when you do
not understand what your
spouse means.

Your sexual feelkings

. toward your spouse.

Aspects of your
personality that you
dislike.

"How you feel when you -

agree with your spouse.
Your sexual feé]ings
toward persons besides
your spouse. - '

Wheh-~you have diff%cdlty_

- expressing your feelings.

How you feel when your

‘spouse does something

nice for you.

How you feel when your
spouse behaves in a way

~ you do not like.

~ 20.

When you fee]'excgted

about something.

|
|

A Y

Very Seldom

X,
by

1 2
1 2

Lo
12
1 2

"ﬂ
1 2
1 2

{

1 ¥2
1 2
1 2.
(5.0.Q.)
c Miller

Some Very Much

e
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APPENDIX D

~ LETTER AND FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

R
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APPENDIX D

<

' Department of Educational Ps'ychology
| : Faculty of Education
' University of Alberta

Dear ‘
. . "\ ) .

I am writing you with regard to the Marriage Enrichment Program
in which you participated during the month of February 1974. As you
recall, you completed a number of questionnaires in the interests of
research on %he effectiveness of the program. . Your cooperation in
this research project has been much appreciated as the results have N
contributed to my own thesis for my Master's degree in Educatign, as
well as providing valuable information on the Marriage Enrichment
Program. ‘ ' : : -

€

At this point in assessi e program, it is apparent ‘that evalua- _
tion of the program by pa i¢1pants 1s necessar& in order to complete
the assessment of the effectiveness of the program. As the Marriage
Enrichment Program has been developed to provide a service to interested
members of the pub]ic* it is important to know whether the program has
been useful and informative to you as a former participant. With this
in mind, I am again requestiTg your.chperation in completing the -
enclosed guestionnaire. ‘

When completing the questionnaire, please answer all questions in
your own words, independently of your partner. Feel free to comment on
any of the questions but please return the questionnaire as soon as
‘possiblevwhether all questions are completely answered or not. As with
the previous questionnaires, the informatiop +is used only-for research
purposes with names and other identifying data remsining completely confi-
dential. - Co : ‘

Any persons interested in their own results on the previous
questionnaires may discuss -this with:me by phoning 432-5807 during week-
days or 433-5444 from 6:00 to 8:00 in the ‘evening. :

\ Thank you for‘yoﬁr_cobperation. N

N ~ Yours truly,

_ ‘ . Carol E. Anderson
Vo . , Graduate Student
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S

Please fill out this questionnaire without consu1t1ng your partner.
~ Answer as honestly and completely as possible.

Name

1. How did bou fjnd out about the Marriage Enrichment Program?
Radio o T.V. - o Newspdper

Other Persons Other (please indicate)

o~y

2. Why\d1d you choose to part1c1pate in the Marriage Enr1chment Program?
~\\\‘ E _ . ’

3. gﬂa) Did you attend al;\the sessions of the program? -

. yes ] no

\
(b) If not, briefly indicate your reasons for your decision' not to

°

attend.

*

4., Comment briefly. as to how instructional or beneficial, to you and/or
your relationship, you found the following aspects of the program.
In the brackets provided, ran the aspects from most useful (1) to.

. least useful (5). .

(a) Exercises ( | )

“a




S
v .

(b) The Two-to-One Game ( )

~ . ‘”/

(c) Group Leaders ( = ) !
h“ & : __s,_,«._‘/ﬁ.,.__._-_
. o
: i

(e) . Related Reading ( )

1o
1

o

Do you<make'usé of anything learned during the program, - =*

i

(a) Within your relationship with your partner? Yes: | ~No
_ - T
\

Briefly explain youf answer.

136
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.
A

N

L

(b) Outside of this relationship?. Yes No

Briefly explain. 4 ' PO

6. As a result of completing the Marriage Enrichment Program do you:

(a)

Share what you like about. your partner?

more often than before

abouf the same as before

—_— : \ \

less often than beforg,
Share’ your feelings, both.positive and negétive, with your
paf%r\ar? . ' \

more often than before
about the same as bef;re

less often than before

“As a result of the program, is there anything you-dﬁscovered'

about yourself that you hadn't anticipated?l Yes_ No

If yo‘u did, briefly explain.
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(a) As a result of the program, did you.discover anything about
your partner that you weren't previously aware of? Yes_ __ No

(b) If you did, briefly explain.

R e

. Br1ef1y explain in what way, if any, the experience of the program

has made a d1fference in your relationship with your partner

i

(a) When you decided to take it, what did you expect to get out of -
the program for yourself?
\\\ ‘ : )

t

AN

(b) To what extent were these expectations realized?

- ‘”’\\' <
(a) What did you hope ‘to achieve in your relationship with your
partner? ‘

O




' \\
(b) To what extent were these goals realized?,

12. In your opinion, what were the strengths and wedknesses of. the
program? .
“(a) Strengths
. Lo ‘ k '
- -~ --——-———-n-a-.j o i e s s e ———— e e
2. 2Y . e
) -
3. , -~ kY 5 . -’—‘—-
, }
(b) Weaknesses;
ar D .
1. ) . _
o .
2. S
’ \?\ \\
3. . : . \1‘7 -

13. I the space providedé;gake'any suggestions that you think might
improve ‘the program, ¥ /

CEEE A . -/
‘ {_ : _
~ i R R
A, . B ( Y 'Y_
. s i
p o L'f nd
N
g i
14. (a) Would you recommend the program to other couggks?. o
Yes : . Ne Maybe )
(b} Please explain your answer.: . .-
. S i ~
“ / t/ N
p V4 . 7
/ P
|

A

T
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. Moy N
15. How did. you react to completing the quest1onna1res given out in the

f1na1 session of the program? o




APPENDIX E ,' \

PARTICIPANTS" WRITTEN COMMENT_S FROM ‘

g

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE gy
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APPENDIX E

why d1d you choose to part1c1pate in the\ rr1age Enrichment Program’ d
"1 chose to participate hoping that [ wou]d learn to communicate \
better " : S

- Personal Growth - . 3
- Enrich our Relationship - .
- Develop/Ilmprove Communications".

- stredgtheh our reiationship“
*- maintain a happy relationship"

\

v : \ : ' ;
”Thought it mhu1d help marriage communication."” C X
"Part of the group ]eadersh1p program A

/ o
»“Thought we cou]d exp]ore our re]at1onsh1p threugh skills offered by
the course: .

”Because I believe there is room forbenriohment in all marriages."

“Trouble with family e " : B

.

"Wife suggested it and seemed 11ke good idea as we weren! 't commun1-
,cat1ng wel] LR _ . N

T felt it might draw my husband and self closer togethe
: fee11ng\a need for more support. !

"1 fe]t that after:seven years,of marriage, we requi
professiona information OT marriage (i.e., some oy

"

"1t was winter and 1 was bored thought th1s wou]d
partner and [ could do together !

”Tomhelp fd&thei our re]at1onsh1p.“
';“Thought it would be interesting ahd infdrmative‘“ e

Comment briefly as to how instructional or benef1c1a] to you and/or
your re\at1onsh1p you found the fo110w1ng aspects of the program

\
“(a) Exercises '

"Very good; especialiy‘the_gharing seat."

" "Most useful because we shared ourselves and our-relationship
with the others and got feedback from them." : :



. -

» R I X

”Found these helpful in understanding some of Ehe,problems [ had
had. Also found these made me realize how few” - positive efforts
are made in our relat1onsh1ps
”Pract1ca1 App11cat1ons - Icebreakers for d1ff1cu1t gituations/
‘topics.' : .

o

v \" 'y

"Made one think.”“/' | a

N

"Put more thought in it because things had to be written. More
-concentration requ1red "

”Improved comnunication'- we both had sihi]ar goaﬂs " Loy

”Fee11ngs are expressed more fu]]y in group discussion than in °

private d1scuss1on , Y

“Made you th1nk when and how you were taking your partner for

‘._granted ! N | | | \ o

The Two-to-One Game ' - : V R

~. \

”P]ayed it when we were tak1ng the course -»haven t used it in
months - lost 1nterest init."

'”Cou]d have been 1eft out "

"It was 1nterest1ng, but not particularly beneficial."

_ "Hard tb find time fquQame;”

N

4

"A good idea but confuf’ g at times."

"Used about 3 nites. " 0K but not real life."

™

"“Exce11enti' Good start for more difficult conversations - a.

non- threaten1ng game that leads to more 1nt1mate topics. Great

' 1cebreaker

"Enjoyed the game during'sessions but we have'not used it since{”

-"Enjoyable...learned about myself and partner through answers 1
given. Not a]ways .a good guesser "

“EnJoyed playing the ‘game as enterta1nment, also 1nd1ca ed some -
~areas we-did not know we didn't agree\on, but most1y wasi an
exercise in guessing how your partner ‘guesses.

Express1ng feelings for other peop1e, passed on 'Two- to One N

: Game , -

' \\,..J, . i . /\—/(”? :t | k \
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"“\Y\"\ :

Yo

v

\

N

4

L)

3

(c) Group Leaders ' SR N

¢

N

\ .

C
- : 3

" "Qure ]eafi;s were eXce11ent - kept ‘whole group 1nvolved

"The1r openness encvuraged everyone else to be open - easy to .
atre]ate to with regard to day to day 11v1ng, etc.'
” .

"Excellent examp1e§ ;hown.

"Very good; brought group together at ease." : 3

. "6ood." N

‘\ :
~ "Had' the sessions under contro] Stuck to the issues and
program Impart1a] throughout (Group Leaders)
"Found very heTpfu] at putt1ng me at ease and 1earn1ng to
talk about probléhs. " .

“Emphas1s on them as members of ‘the gt oup and, not '1eaders
was good Had to do the work ourse]ve '

“EnJoyed being with group leaders> A lot of 1nstructiona1'
4”/Aearn1ng as ‘far as openness and expression of fee11ngs

ytd5 Log Book (2) - ;‘\ s \ oL R

-

"1t made me th1nk of good 'day to day things that had happenedq

‘bagween my husband and myself - enJoyed thinking about the

quest1ons that were asked." b o . ] \\.///

"Good to 1ok back on or tp th1nk about after.’ . y

~

‘“Was left to’ 1ast day and then dogE in a hurry."
"Good 1 ea to JLad over what your ‘thoughts were at times.
\

. “ﬁ S \
gpod for review. ' N

“Forced one to th1nh@about themse]ves ‘and their relationship.’

“Somet1mes hard to fill in. Not too many positive things donek

1n a week."
~ "Made me apprec1ate ‘what partner does for me more. Was already
qu1te aware of the areas in sexua11ty ER
“He]ped me th1nk about our re1at1onsh1p 1nﬁconcrete terms
i.e.,. had to wr1te th1ngs down. i)cussed th1ngs _ ~

-~



v ) A 4
\ . . * . C
4. (e) Related Reading . ‘ )

"0f the eight who comnented, seven~1ndfcated that they did not
do any of the outside reading." o

"Not much-read but found to be thought provoking."
. 5. Do you make use of anything 1ga;ned during the program?

(a)" Within your relationship with your pq?tnér?ﬁ Yes 7

‘ P

Briefly explain 'your- answer. . <~

~

YAware of how fmpbrtant expression of appre%iation is."

b : "Continued with massage, keeping wife aware of things we do fok
each other, .easier to express our feelings when we're with
others." . \ C R : ‘

"I think I am better able to express my feelings."

X .

' o N
"Communications have improved. Feelings more open. New areas
opened for sharing with others.”
'f"\kUShowingXappreciation more often for spouse. .Air prob]ehs\and

‘ : ;d\ﬁcuss them more. effectively.” o :

"Communication has improved some. I'pay more attention.to what

my wife is trying to say:" - Y ‘

“Try to be more direct 'in my approach on vafious=matters."

"Talk more openly - better understandingﬂ“

P

"We try to spend more time together sharing feelings."

“GiVe wife credit for more things that I like about her.™
. : \ D
) N T g { s L] *
5. (a) Within -your relationship with your partner?

S ,\ Briefly exp1ain your answer.
¢ o U v S
"With proglems’now we can.sit down and discuss them:"

"I try to show more of an interest in partner and I hope my
comments aren't as destructive as before."

"I concentrate on the good things in oun marriagék— respect the‘
fact that partner is just as sensitive as [ am but ju§t doesn't R

_verbalize or discuss his feelings the way I do. "

@

N

!

145
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(b) Outside of tm‘\s relationship?

Briefly explain.

"I still am a pessimist - a negative person.. I'd like to be.
able to say on]y}nice things about people but I'm still hyper-

. critical."” -

"Believe it helps me understand people better."

"We have dichsséd the course with our friends - many interest-
ing discussions resulted. Most females were very interested O
but the males really didn't want to discuss ‘it." °

"Qpening myself up to‘ofhers[more confidence."

. : N - ‘ )
"Has helped to try to appreg%ate feelings of our daughter.”

N

were," .

"Get things out into open."

As a result of the program, is there‘anything‘you jscoveﬁed

about yopurself that you hadn't anticipated? Yes_ /7

If you did,-briefly explain.

“I.interact.activ¢1y or passively with whomever is speaking in \

a group and tend .to 1gnore\those who don‘t talk, which in this

case means partner.”

"le don't share much of the feeling part of our relationship
with other people but keep it maxnly to ourselves."

“1 discovered thaf my interpretation of a situatidn was very
often différent than that of others.™ -

"My feelings seemed to show (to others) more than I thought they
"That I'Qoulg’eauqy participation in a mixed group ‘of strangers."

"I discovered Ifwas having difficulty dealing with many feelings
and since have ‘entered some intensive psychotherapy--thus the
reason gor-fai1ing to return second set of questionnaires as I
could na longec handle honestly." *

"Liked beihg'mérried move than I had previously th0ught.”/”

"T can té]k to people more freely now.kbasica11y‘about“myse1f .
and our relationship."” e - : o
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8. (a) As a result of the program, did you discover anything about
©your partner that you weren 't prev1ous]y aware of? Yes

\

. (b) If you d1d\ briefly exp1a1n.

"I discovered that he * understood and apprec1ated my s1tuat1on
more than I thought he did. "
"P]eas ntly surpr1sed by wifé'sreaction to th1s type of
program. [ didn't think she would open up the way she: d1d
‘ Probab]y the best thing that happened for‘us
~ "That she Tikes to talk a 10t and asFume .a teacher-like. role. "'
~ "That he was\embarrassed and uncomfortable about things that I
’ thought he was conf1dent about." N
"Does not always mean what she says
"She seems to be unab]e to get or feel any sense of sat1sfact1on
from her endeavours.
\ R . ''He fee]s much more deep]y and was much more aware oA me than I N

ever appreciated.”
R &Discovered my wife was interested in developing our marriage
beyond the point it was at.” -

y "I didn't d1scover rea]]y anything about (partner) that I didn't
know before, but I .think I Iearned to understand and apprec1ate
our personality differences. j :

. \ -

1\ 9. Br1ef1y explain in what way, if any, the exper1ence of the program

B has made a d1fference in your, relationship with your partner

: \.v “I am more able to be 'with' (partner) in a group rather than iso-
lated - the shared group experience in itself, as well “as more )
spec1f1ca]1y the shar1ng seat exercise I th1nk he1ped in this.

"Made us- more aware of .the uniqueness of our re]at1onsh1p, of the
things we do to say we “love each other, focused on a lot of feeling
- ' emot1ons between us. ' : :

“I fee] that we are a bit more open but that we requ1re a little R
more effort to make this cont1nue

"More open communication. Not. as d1ff1cu1t to share f%e]wngs for me.
* More understanding of each. A]] areas still-.could use more openness,
but 1 believe 1t will come with time and practice.’
""More loving and giving re]at1onsh1p ' R - x ’

N



[
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"Believe we are somewhat more compat1b]e, knowing that other people
have their problems 0

“To.show more patidnce and tolerance." ~N

N

\

"Periods of strained relationship are shorter."

N

"We are much more‘open with each other.”

N 4

”More relaxed, understandlng, comfortab]e, trust1ng, secure.

"I can tell (partner) how I feel about him phys1ca11y, 1 e., how he
affects me both positively and negatively."

"We work harder at commun1cat1ng together, fu]]y understand1ng how

“Some success." . , ~

_ rea]]y important it is. : »
I‘Iuam much more emotional now towards our re]ationship " S
(a) When you dec1ded to take it, what did you expect to get out of
the program for yodrself?
(b) To what extent were these expectat1ons rea]1zed7 ' o
"(a)\ ﬂbetter'commun1cat1ons.
\ (b} "partly realized; ongoing toward. goal."
B \\ N |
(a) " "increased ability to express feelings.'
b) ”dur1ng ‘the group I was able to express feel1ngs more 'f]uent1y .

I'm hav1ng a hard t1me evaluating whether n do express more or
not now." " - |

“''no expectat1ons, ‘more or less see what happens.'

"We had some enjoyable nights and SOme very f]at nlghts  Felt
both good and bad about the course. :

"1 hoped to be ab]g to communicate morendpen1y
"I was able 'to learn a few skills, but I will have to work at-
putting them to use."

-

~
“Feedback from w1fe as to her v1ews of our. re]at1onsh1p and her
needs/des1res/etc _ ,
”Comp]ete1y ’ : . |

"A better understand1ng and thus avoid arguments and bickering."
"Some improvement." »

‘"Better.understanding of the marr1age re]at1onsh1p -

"Commun1éat1on improved and more awareness of .hangups.'

"How to understand and enJoy my partner."”

148
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"Better family relationship - more open."
nRelationship more open, maybe petter."

“Expected to learn more about my husband's position."
“Quite fully."

“An amount of technical and statistical information." ‘
"pPractically nil. Not that type of program, at least for me."

"More conversation from (partner). Also I wanted (partner) to
be able to tell me he loved me more easily, frequently."

"1t worked. for a while but now we seem to be almost at square «
one again." ‘ » :

"Partner wanted to take program--1 was along'for the ride (keep

l/peace\in the family."

“"Was rather gesgimistic . but

turious.” : S \“
"Was very pldasantly surprised. I thought the group p rticipa-
tion was great--everyone (though really strangers) really —
'talked' about very personal things." ,

\

"What did you hope to achieve in your relationship with your

~

partner? - \

~

To what extent were these»goa]s réa]ized? N

"More togetherness in a group."” . ‘
"] am more aware of how I interact. [ think this was realized;
j.e., I fee] mare together." °

"Hoped to increase communication of feelings between us and feel
comfortable sharking our rel tionship with othar pebple."

"Found program very adequate in fulfilling these."

“Better tommunication." - N 3
"Some improvement, ‘but constant work required."

"Open/honest/sincere communications." ‘ :
"More than I expected. -=-Not complete yet--requires constant
effort from both of us--hard. to break old .habits." ‘

"Good communication--closer, tender relatianship.”

"Nearly completed and ongoing." .
AN

"Better communication."”

"Some improvement."

~

-~

"Closer feeling and more togetherness and deeper understanding’
of one another."” ‘ S

"Some improvement." ~
- \

S
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(a) "More trust and understanding.”

(b) "At times she makes an attempt to get closer." .
(a) "A closer, sharing relationship." |

(b) "We are still working towards

this goal with more awareness of

the roadblocks.we set up." \

(a)” “As I recall, a better'understanding of why we decided to
~ 'travel \together through 1ife' and:continued to do so."
(b)  "Very wdll, considering the relatively few, in my opinion,

meetings assigned to such a complex subject."

]

(a) "More meaningful conversaton; i.e., I wanted to Qnow how
(partner) really felt about things."
(b) "I have to prod for his feelings but he does verbaT1ze them
_occas1ona1]y "

) "™Just strengthen the re]at1on$h1p v
"Our relationship is much stronger than before the c]asses !

T o -
~—

a) ”Better communication and understand1ng
b) "Am pleased with \the results - bvt it's a fu]] time J0b work-

0

ing at 1t together.

In your op1n1Pn, what were the strengths and weaknesses of the

pProgram? ) . .
. ‘“ -
(a) Strengths’ : : . : . \ ‘
A = o b
" T. "Group leaders" . ' . :
2. "Sharing exercises" :

~ 3. "Emphasis on feeling words" ‘ -

. \ ., et v . :
"Focus on sharing feelings and emotions in exercises"

T.
2. "Good approach to sexuality and sensuality (marriage, etc.)"
3. "Good to get people so invalved.in _such a short period of
time rather than having group leaders. do all the w%rk"
1. "Very general, no spec1f1c problems discussed"
1. "Non- threaten1ng” ’ \ Cos Ct v
2. "Sessions dealt with- genera11t1es common to altl" . |
3. .

{'Offered suggestions - not solutions"

_—
.-

"Positive attitude stressed"
2. “Apprec1at1on/respect for one another"

3.. "Hot seat session - ngd perspect1ve“

1. "“Personal participation with the group“

2. \"Well organized" A ’
3. ”T1m1ng in winter was good" i

= . ,A . ‘ N - ~ ,
' o LA $ . V - . .. Vo
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"Too short”

K 'Homew?rktxqften fs not done"

"Testing before classes" ..

\\.

"Opportunity for group discussion"

"The film on sex education"

. \
"Frank discussion”
"Realizing others have problems also"

"Exercises and discussion"
“Film and discussion”
"Readers"

"We were in a comfortable home sett1ng which made 1t eas1er to

share". 3

“Compar1sonw1th other couples"
"Small group - ease of access to group leader"
"Downtown locatton convenient ";A -

, "DeVeToped new friendships“

"Meeting others who had s1m11ar goals"’
"Accentuating the positive in a marriage"

"(Group 1eaders) made- the program - they re a lovely coup]e

-~

"Group Leaders" ’ ‘
"Some~of the work sheets" )
"Open d1scu551on }

"The stress that was placed ‘on emphas1z1ng the gooé th1ngs in

the relationship”
"The easy and casual atmosphere

"The 'no 'hassle' attitude with the subJects - if you wanted to
participate - 'great' - if you d1dn t - 'no hassle”

\

Weaknesses AN
“Not -’ L enough“ ) i - . ,

z

"More time for sensuality part of program",
¢ -

“Course was too short“\ '

~

"Screening of ‘applicants

~ "Program was too short" v

"Some people were lengthy when spedking"

"The first two 'Tectures' didn' t seem to be goal- orwented"

‘“Made a person think back to what attracted them to each

other"

-
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{b) Please explain your.%nswer.‘ S -

1

1. "Individual sessions too short"
© lack of continuity with some members of group who dropped out
(i.eﬁ, could not follaw where they were going; this could not

apply to our case)"
1. "One needs to be aware only feelings will be dealt with, not
\ detail” ‘ '

In the space provided, make any suggestions“that you think might
improve the program. )

"Longer than 6 weeks"

"One more evening for sensuality"

" - longer ) ‘

. - perhaps another session or sessions after a few months"
{S}’J “- . N e I AN

"stress importance of doing homework" o

“"utilize Two-to-One dame more often; more stimulating films (such
as one used on Sexual Re]ations)—~iit;?cellentfi1m”

"1. a 1onger\be£igd\of group: communication might have improved
situation even if for shorter—periods of time. Found that
[ forget much of the good advice.
2. more clues on how people are supposed to act and react.”

\ o
"Make program over longer period of time" \
“Include peéb]e of rdugh]y\the same>age in one group"

(a) * Would you recommend. the program to other coupies? Yes

——

1

"Seemed extremely beneficial to couples in~30-35 year group -
from their responses (i.e., 10 years married). For newer
relationships, I see it aTmost as a|preventative training in
how to keep a relationship open" ’ :
¥ : ’ S s

"Thought our relatipnship was very well developed in areas of
communiication=and. sharing feelings but found the program
helped us-fogus: a b more in these argas and this was bene-
ficial. to s -could Q%githi§,'I’ﬁ%§ure." -
"Does, whatsi S 111780 -~ ngthdngsmo
~reasd‘ﬁblei{prﬁgegg 5ﬁké4p€niencé?f0”
. for a needed.gyaluat b F¥om Fime t
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"During the course 1 wds very. impressed with @group Jeaders)
and their handling-of the session that | recommended the
course to several people. The fact that [ felt comfortable
in their surrouMdlngs and Was able to talk more openly than
usual was a very big factor"

"Makes couple see pos1t1ve characteristics of spouse and
enriches their relationship" |

“Be1“eve it would be helpful to any married couple"
"Beneficial to many people"
"Gives each partner a better insight into how the other views

various aspects of the marriage and other aspects of life
during working/non-working periods"

v

"It does any couple good to\take a couple oé\hours a week to
tell each other how théy feel gri\have changed towards the
other person. It's a real ego-lifter to hear my husband tell
me that he appreciates me and what 1 do for him"

"We thoroughly enJoyed the course and have recommended it to
lots of our friends"
How did you react to comp]et1Ag the questionnaires given out in the
f1na] session of the program? L X

"Found myself trying to recall answers.
Not too much of an effort"

"0.K. since it was feedback on, the program. [ wéﬁted to let them
know what I got out of it" ~

"I don't remember theseispecifita11y but do not femember any
prob]em completing any of the quest10nna1req

“Favourably ’

“an't remember doing them. If you meap, the 16 PF's/etc. I did them

because it was requested - no great tag
“No problem - got used to it"

“Fine“with me.> Would like. to know how close the answers were to
the original quest1onna1re

“No problem -- it may help myself as well as étheré\ Some recollec- -
t1on is rather dim as we had extensive counselling afterwards

\ '“Pos1t1ve1y - were completed and then d1sappeared before were rated"
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- "Negatively as exp1a1ned 7 (b)" .
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“Res1gnat1on a sense of duty, reluctance at the start - exhilara-
tion, sat1sfact10n, p1easure and a pat on the back to myself at the
end“ :

~ : : ; B
"] can't. honest1y remember f1111ng out any unless it as the’ '
‘multiple choice things I did at home and I felt ﬁhey(were a bit of
lark, but if someone wanted to use them for further1ng their educa-
tion, “then 0. K w1th me"



