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CATRO~, SARAH SWANN, Ph.D. The Measurement of Changes i~ Perception of 
Spouse and Marriage Following a Marriage Enrichment Experience. (1985) 
Directed by Dr. Sarah H. Shoffner. 131 pp. 

The purpose of this research was to study changes in the 

perception of spouse and marriage by COllples who participated in a 

marriage enrichment course. Several instruments used to measure these 

perceptions were examined for their sensitivity to change as a result 

of the course. The dependent variables included each per~on's 

perceptions of his or her own spouse and marriage, the "ideal" 

marriage, and "most other" marriages. Demographic variables which 

might be related to these changes also were studied. The experimental 

group was composed of 56 persons (28 couples) enrolled in two classes 

of a seminary marriage enrichment course. Thirty-four subjects (17 

couples) from a comparable seminary who did not participate in a 

marriage enrichment course served as a control group. All subjects 

completed the same pre- and posttest measures. 

The experimental and control groups did not differ significantly 

on pretest scores or on demographic variables. At posttest, mean 

scores for the experimental group declined and were significantly lower 

than control group scores on two measures of the perception of one's 

own spouse and marriage (Relationship Inventory and Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale). Mean posttest scores on other measures (Marital Satis-

faction Scale and Dyadic Trust Scale) were also below pretest levels 

for the experimental group while control group scores on all measures 

were above the pretest level. In contrast, the mean score for the 



experimental group was significantly higher than the control group on a 

self-report of change given at posttest only (Relationship Change 

Scale). 

Lower levels of pretest scores were significantly related to 

greater pre- to posttest change, but gender, age, years married, number 

of children, and level of education were not associated with change. 

The amount of discrepancy between ratings of one's own, the "ideal," 

and "most other" marriages did not change from pre- to posttesting. 

Variables which may have influenced these results included (a) 

time of posttest, (b) negative reactions to the enrichment course, (c) 

disruptive effects of the course, (d) response shift, (f) effects of 

pretesting, and (g) limits of the measuren1ent scales. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Only two decades ago, a few groups of couples were beginning to 

meet together for purposes later described as marriage enrichment. 

Emerging from roots in the human potential movement and from religious 

groups, this new focus on marriage relationships has gained wide 

recognition. The historical development of this movement has been 

documented by Herbert Otto (1975) and by David Mace (1982). 

Marriage enrichment groups began meeting in the early 1960's and 

by ten years later, a rapid proliferation of enrichment programs was 

taking place (Otto, 1975). In December, 1973, thirty delegates from 

various denominations with marriage enrichment programs met to draw up 

the definitions of marriage and family enrichment programs. The 

following is a typical definition statement: 

Marriage enrichment programs are for couples who have what they 
perceive to be fairly well-functioning marriages and who wish to 
make their marriages even more mutually satisfying. (The programs 
are not designed for people whose marriages are at a point of 
crisis, or who are seeking counseling help for marital problems.) 
Marriage enrichment progrems are generally concerned with 
enhancing the couple's communication, emotional life, or sexual 
relationship; with fostering marriage strengths, personal growth, 
and the development of marriage and individual potential while 
maintaining a consistent and primary focus on the relationship of 
the couple. (Otto, 1975, p. 14) 

The programs and experiences of marriage enrichment have been 

conducted almost exclusively with groups of couples. All approaches 

have used couple interaction and the majority of programs also use 

group interaction as part of the enrichment process. 
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Although there bas been a rapid development of enrichment 

progr~s, systematic research on the effectiveness of the programs h&s 

lagged behind. In a survey of enrichment programs conducted in 

1973-74, only three of the 30 respondents were conducting any research 

(Otto, 1975). A review of controlled outcome studies of marriage 

enrichment groups by Beck (1976) contained only three dissertations on 

enrichment programs which bad ten or more cases in the study. Not only 

has the amount of research conducted been sparse, but the number of 

subjects in the studies bas been too few for adequate statistical 

analysis. 

Two basically different types of enrichment programs developed 

under the general definitions of marriage enrichment. One type 

emphasized skills development, such as communication or conflict 

resolution. Examples of this type include the Minnesota Couples 

Communication Program (Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1975) and the 

Relationship Enhancement Program (Guerney, 1977). The second type of 

program has been generally focused and more loosely structured than the 

skills development types. Such programs include those sponsored by the 

Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment (ACME) and most of the 

programs sponsored by various religious groups (Olson, Russell, & 

Sprenkle, 1980). 

Programs for skills development have been developed primarily 

within university settings, often in conjunction with graduate 

students' theses or dissertations. As a result, there bas been a rapid 

increase in the number of research studies conducted with marriage 
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enrichment programs. Following the first research review of three 

studies (Beck, 1976), Gurman and Kniskern (1977) reviewed 29 studies, 

and Hof and Miller (1981) reported on 40 studies. A recent review of 

marriage and famiiy enrichment (Giblin, 1982) included 85 studies. A 

majority of these 85 studies were conducted with the skills development 

type of program. 

There is still very little research on the effects of the 

enrichment programs sponsored by churches or those conducted by leader 

couples trained by the Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment. 

Various explanations have been offered for this lack of systematic 

research. Leaders of church-related and ACME programs are often 

couples who lack skills in research methods and procedures and who view 

themselves as practitioners rather than researchers (Garland, 1983; Hof 

& Miller, 1981). Additionally, there has sometimes been an assumption 

that research must be conducted in a complex, rig~rous manner in order 

to be useful (Garland, 1983). Frequently, these programs are oriented 

to couple interaction, and leader couples often tailor enrichment 

programs for needs of a particular group of couples so that the program 

is never exactly duplicated (Garland, 1983). 

Instruments designed to measure change in enrichment settings have 

not been readily available. Although there are many measures of 

marital quality and interaction available (Garland, 1983), most of 

these were developed as diagnostic or counseling tools. Such 

instruments have commonly been used in enrichment research, but their 

usefulness for evaluating outcomes of enrichment experiences has been 

questioned. 
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Research with enrichment programs of the more general or "mixed 

experiences" type (Hof & Miller, 1981) have included studies such as 

the outcome of Quaker model retreats sponsored by aCME (Swicegood, 

1974), a program of communication exercises to help focus on positive 

aspects of the marriage relationship (Nadeau, 1972), a program designed 

to improve interpersonal communication through relating honestly with 

feeling and sensitivity (Travis & Travis, 1976), the effects of 

Marriage Encounter weekends (Doherty & Lester, 1982; Hawley, 1979/ 

1980), the effectiveness of the Baptist marriage enrichment model 

(Strickland, 1981), and studies to determine the effects of structure 

and location of events (Brunworth, 1982; Davis, Hovestadt, Piercy, & 

Cochran, 1982; Rupel, 1983). 

Caution has been advised in accepting the claims of positive 

change reported by participants in marriage enrichment events until 

systematic research has been developed. As studies have been 

conducted, however, there has been increasing evidence of a pre­

dominantly positive effect of enrichment programs on participants and 

this effect has been found consistently in research reviews (Beck, 

1976; Giblin, 1982; Gurman & Kniskern, 1977; Hof & Miller, 1981). 

The most recent review of marriage and family enrichment research 

was a meta-analysis of 85 studies of premarital, marital, and family 

enrichment programs (Giblin, 1982). These studies represented 3,886 

couples or families and 8,365 individuals. Results from these studies 

were statistically aggregated and the average effect-size for these 

data, across all types of outcome measures, research designs, and 
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program types, was .44 standard deviation units. Giblin interpreted 

these results as indicating that the average enrichment participant is 

better off than 67% of persons in control groups who did not par­

ticipate. Giblin concluded, on the basis of his findings, that 

"enrichment deserves valid consideration as a change agent" (Giblin, 

1983, P• 6). 

Although these studies provided evidence that some change usually 

occurred as a result of enrichment programs, still very little 

knowledge bas been gained about the variables which were associated 

with the change. Gurman and Kniskern (1977) noted that the components 

which are primarily responsible for change in marital enrichment 

programs have yet to be identified. Various enrichment research needs 

have been highlighted (Garland, 1983; Giblin, 1982; Gurman & Kniskern, 

1977; Mace, 1975) which center around variables associated with change, 

the durability and generalizability of change, and measurement problems. 

The aim of the present study was to use a marriage enrichment 

experience of sufficient content, intensity, and duration that positive 

changes in the perception of spouse and marriage could reasonably be 

expected to occur, based on previous research findings. This antic­

ipated change was expected to provide the foundation for identifying 

evaluation instruments which were most sensitive to change in the 

perception of spouse and marriage for participants in marriage 

enrichment events. Other preexisting variables which may have been 

associated with the change also were examined in this study. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The overall purpose of this research vas to study changes in the 

perception of one's own spouse and marriage by couples who participated 

in a marriage enrichment experience. There were three major parts to 

the study: 

1. To examine several instruments used to measure perceptions of 

spouse and marriage for their sensitivity to change as the result of a 

marriage enrichment course. 

Many instruments used in marriage enrichment research have been 

developed to measure marital dysfunction and their applicability for 

use in marriage enrichment has been questioned. This study used a 

marriage enrichment experience that vas expected to provide optimal 

conditions for change to occur. By using this optimal experience, 

instruments previously used for evaluating dysfunctional relationships 

could be examined to determine their usefulness in measuring changes in 

well-functioning marriages. Through the use of several instruments, it 

vas expected that one could determine which instruments, or which items 

within instruments, were most sensitive for measuring change due to a 

marriage enrichment experience. 

2. To study the effect of a marriage enrichment experience on 

each participant's perception of his or her own marriage, the "ideal" 

marriage, and "most other" marriages. 

How a person evaluates his or her own marriage bas generally been 

thought to be related to his or her expectati~ns of marriage. This 

study attempted to determine whether changes in the perception of one's 

own marriage were related to changes in the perceptions of the 



"ideal" and "most other" marriages. The experiences of this marriage 

enrichment course were expected to have a measurable effect on each 

participant's perceptions of marriage. In addition, the critical 

examination of one's own marriage, the group setting, and the married 

couple leadership of the enrichment event were expected to provide 

enough exposure to other marriage relationships to allow some 

correction of distorted or unrealistic expectations of marriage to be 

made. 

3. To examine context or preexisting variables to determine 

whether they are related to changes in perception of one's own spouse 

or marriage as the result of a marriage enrichment experience. 
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Context or preexisting variables examined were level of pretest 

scores, sex, age, number of years married, education level, and number 

of children. 

Significance of the Study 

Most of the research studies in marriage enrichment have been 

conducted with programs designed to develop specific interactional 

skills, such as communication and conflict resolution. This has left 

a large number and variety of marriage enrichment activities untouched 

by systematic evaluation or research. It seems likely, however, that 

the term marriage enrichment bas been more closely associated with the 

general programs than with the more highly researched skills devel­

opment programs. If marriage enrichment is to maintain its credi­

bility and effectiveness, the knowledge which can be gained thrcugh 

research is urgently needed for all types of enrichment activities. 
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One barrier to conducting research and to using research findings 

for improved programming has been the lack of appropriate instruments 

for measuring change. In addition, there have been ~o many different 

instruments used that it has been very difficult to extract any general 

conclusions from previous research findings. 

The results of this study were expected to provide information on 

instruments which are sensitive to change and which could be used 

fairly easily and by marriage enrichment leaders who work with en­

richment programs which have bad no systematic research in the program 

development or in the evaluation of its implementation. Through the 

development and use of common instruments, it should be possible to 

systematically study marriage enrichment programs by combining results 

across studies to form a pool of information to serve as baseline 

data. Using this baseline data, one could begin to systematically 

study the process, program, and structural variables of marriage 

enrichment events. One way to accomplish this systematic study would 

be to use a consistent and recurring population of subjects for the 

development of instruments appropriate for marriage enrichment 

research. Married stu~ents who are enrolled as couples in a marriage 

enrichment course might be a suitable population for developing and 

testing instruments. Every time the course is taught, another 

population becomes available for further testing. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
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This review of literature will follow the three major parts of the 

study. The first section will focus on instruments used in the meas­

urement of changes in perception of spouse and marriage in marriage 

enrichment research. The second section will include the theoretical 

perspective and review the literature related to changes in perception 

of the "ideal" marriage and '~ost other" marriages that are expected to 

accompany changes in perception of one's own marriage. The third 

section deals with other variables associated with changes in per­

ception of one's own spouse and marriage as a result of a marriage 

enrichment experience. 

Instruments Used in Marriage Enrichment Research 

Many instruments have been used in marriage enrichment research. 

In the recent meta-analysis of marriage and family enrichment research 

(Giblin, 1982), 89 different instruments were used in the 85 studies 

reviewed. Garland (1983) listed 95 evaluation tools which she sug­

gested may be useful to leaders of marriage and family enrichment 

programs in evaluating their programs. 

The most frequently used instruments for measuring some aspect of 

perception of one's spouse or marriage in marriage enrichment research 

have been (in decreasing order of frequency) the following: 

1. Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959) 

(including various modifications) 
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2. Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) 

3. Relationship Change Scale (Guerney, 1977) 

4. Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Leonard, 1962) 

5. Caring Relationship Inventory (Shostrom, 1975) 

6. Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation--

Behavior FIRO-B (Shutz, 1958) 

7. Conjugal Life Questionnaire (Ely, Guerney, & Stover, 1973) 

8. Interpersonal Check List (LaForge & Suczek, 1955) 

9. Marital Happiness Scale (Azrin, Naster, & Jones, 1973). 

Two closely related measures of frequency or quality of marital 

communication, the Marital Communication Inventory (Bienvenu, 1971) and 

the Primary Communication Inventory (Navran, 1967), have also been 

widely used. In addition to these measures, many instruments have been 

used in only a few studies, and there have been many individually 

designed measures reported which were used for only one specific study. 

This diversity of instruments, combined with the wide variation in 

methodology and content of enrichment experiences, has contributed to 

the difficulty in comparing findings from research studies of enrich­

ment programs (Garland, 1983; Hof & Miller, 1981). It has also 

presented a bewildering puzzle to the marriage enrichment practitioner 

who wished to conduct research. 

Research in marriage enrichment requires instruments that are 

capable of making fine discriminations at different levels of 

functioning, yet marriage enrichment research has frequently used 

instruments that were not designed to evaluate enrichment programs. 

Most of the instruments, especially those used to measure marital 
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satisfaction or adjustment, were designed to distinguish between 

distressed and nondistressed couples (Garland, 1983; Rof & Miller, 

1981). The two instruments most frequently used in marriage enrichment 

research, the Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), are examples of this type of 

instrument. If couples in enrichment events are evaluated on instru­

ments which were developed for troubled couples, the measurement scale 

may be too limited to show the kind of change expected in marriage 

enrichment (Garland, 1983). 

Garland (1983) and Sabatelli (1983) have criticized measures of 

marital adjustment and satisfaction because of values or biases 

inherent in the definition of good marital adjustment which are built 

into the instrument. On the Dyadic Adjustment Test (Spanier, 1976), 

for example, low levels of shared activity and high conflict scores 

produce low adjustment scores. When this same instrument has been used 

for enrichment purposes, the assumption implicit in the test con­

struction has been that the lower the frequency of conflict and the 

higher the number of shared activities, the greater is the marital 

adjustment. Garland (1983) and Sabatelli (1983) have detailed the 

fallacies of these assumptions. 

Many instruments now used in marriage enrichment were originally 

designed to assess the relationship at a given time -- not to measure 

change. Rof and Miller (1981) have noted that effective research on 

the outcomes of marriage enrichmer.t "will depend partially on the 

development of measures that can assess improvement in couples' 

relating from the satisfactory to the more-than-satisfactory level" 

(p. 52). 
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In their review of 29 marriage enrichment studies, Gurman and 

Kniskern (1977) cited important methodological shortcomings and 

specific empirical issues which needed to be addressed in marriage 

enrichment research. Problems with instruments were not mentioned in 

their article, but recent researchers and reviewers have highlighted 

instruments as a major research issue. Hof and Miller (1981) observed 

that along with the common problems of research, there has been 

"methodological difficulty that is particularly troublesome for con­

ducting research on marriage enrichment: selection of appropriate 

measures of change" (p. 51). 

Garland (1983) stated that appropriate instruments have yet to be 

developed and called for creative work to meet this pressing need. She 

suggested five criteria which should be met, along with the require­

ments of reliability and validity. Instruments must (a) measure 

relevant vairables, (b) evaluate the current status of the relation­

ship, (c) measure change in a particular relationship, (d) allow for 

small increments of change across a wide span of relationship 

evaluations, and (e) provide information to be used to make programs 

more effective. Garland speculated that the type of instruments used 

in previous studies may explain why research has shown marriage 

enrichment programs to be more effective in changing behavior than in 

changing marital satisfaction. Giblin's report (1983), following the 

meta-analysis of enrichment studies, stated the problem even more 

strongly. He concluded, "Based on the findings of this study, the most 

important area for future enrichment research concerns measurement 

problems and possibilities" (p. 7). 
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Enrichment research has been criticized because of its heavy 

reliance on self-report, particularly when used without other, more 

objective measures (Garland, 1983; Gurman & Kniskern, 1977; Hof & 

Miller, 1981). The need for more objective approaches to evaluation 

has been evident. It was the assumption of this study, however, that a 

subjective view of the marriage relationship will remain an important 

index of the effectiveness of a marriage enrichment program. "It is 

not what happens in the marriage, but how the partners understand or 

define what has happened, that is critical" (Rhyne, 1981, p. 942). The 

present study used several measures of the perception of one's spouse 

and marriage in an attempt to determine which instruments, or parts of 

instruments, were most sensitive to change as the result of a marriage 

enrichment experience. 

Evaluation of Instruments 

An evaluation of instruments used in marriage enrichment research 

was included in a study by Wampler and Powell (1982). These authors 

recommended the use of the Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Leonard, 

1962) and described the advantages of its use in the measurement of 

marital satisfaction with nondistressed couples. Their recommendation 

of this instrument was based on the theoretical perspective on which 

the items were developed and on results from an analysis of the 

correlations between the Relationship Inventory and other measures of 

marital satisfaction. They also cited several studies that demon­

strated the ability of the Relationship Inventory to discriminate 

between distressed and nondistressed couples. 
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The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), an instrumeut that 

has been widely used in marriage enrichment research has been examined 

from the point of view of its psychometric properties by Sharpley and 

Cross (1982). Statistical procedures used to evaluate this instrument 

included discriminant analysis, item analysis, and factor analysis. 

The discriminant analysis was used to identify those items which 

discriminated between high and low scoring groups. The purpose of this 

procedure was to extract items which could be most powerfully used to 

construct a separate instrument. From these results, six items were 

identified which could classify subjects into high or low scoring 

groups with 92% accuracy, compared with classification using the total 

32-item scale. The item analysis and factor analysis procedures were 

used to verify Spanier's original results and conclusions. The 

significant positive change anticipated by participants in the experi­

mental group was expected to permit the identification of items which 

discriminated between the high change (experimental) and low change 

(control) groups. 

No other studies were located that specifically attempted to 

evaluate instruments being used in marriage enrichment research. 

Statistical procedures such as those used by Sharpley and Cross were 

planned for the four pre- to posttest measures used in the current 

study in the hope of identifying the most descriminating items for 

positive change as a result of a marriage enrichment course. 
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Changes in Perception of the "Ideal" and "Most Other" Marriages 

In studying the effect of a marriage enrichment experience on 

one's perception of his or her spouse and marriage, the typical 

approach bas been to use at least one measure of marital satisfaction, 

adjustment, interaction, or perceived quality of the relationship. 

Such a measure bas been used at pretest and compared with scores at 

posttest. In a majority of studies of this type, a positive change in 

the perception of the spouse and the marriage bas been found. This 

study attempted to measure not only the perception of one's own spouse 

and marriage but also one's perception of the "ideal" marriage and 

~ost other" marriages. The expectation that these perceptions are 

interrelated bas both theoretical and empirical bases. 

Social Exchange Theory 

Social exchange theory has provided a theoretical framework for 

viewing perceptions of spouse and marriage. This theory has in­

creasingly been applied to the understanding of the development, 

maintenance, and dissolution of close relationships such as marriage. 

From the social exchange perspective, the processes involved in 

interpersonal exchange, as well as the way these exchanges are 

evaluated, are related to some standard of expectations (Homans, 1974; 

Scanzoni, 1979; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Homans (1974) used the term 

distributive justice to describe the supposition that persons expect 

that a given amount of investment in a relationship should result in a 

"fair" amount of rewards. How a person evaluates interaction within 

the marriage, from this viewpoint, is to a great extent dependent on 

the person's subjective impressions of the balance of investment and 
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rewards within the relationship. It is a question of whether or not an 

individual gets what be or she expects from the relationship. 

This subjective aspect of social exchanges bas been further 

elaborated in the theory of interdependence (Scanzoni, 1979; Tbibaut & 

Kelley, 1959). One assumption of this theory is that a person's 

evaluation of his situation must always take into account the person's 

expectations. A key concept in this process is the individual's 

Comparison Level (CL). The Comparison Level bas been defined as the 

standard against wn:i.ch a person evaluates the attractiveness of a 

relationship or bow s:J~ ;~factory it is. It is the standard by which a 

person 2valuates rewards and costs of a given relationship in terms of 

what be or she feels is deserved (Tbibaut & Kelley, 1959). 

From the social exchange perspective, each partner in a marriage 

relationship brings to the relationship a backlog of experiences and 

knowledge about relationships which form a standard (the CL) against 

which the marital relationship is judged. If the marital relationship 

is above this CL, the person perceives his marriage as "happy," 

"satisfactory," or "pleasant." Opposite terms would be used if the 

marriage relationship is below this CL. 

Applications of the social exchange theory to marital 

relationships have often focused on marital satisfaction or quality and 

stability (Lewis & Spanier, 1982; Nye, 1982). The degree of satis­

faction experienced in the marriage bas been theorized to reflect the 

perception of rewards minus costs, weighed against what the person 

feels be or she deserves. Sabatelli (1983) recently developed a 

measure of marital satisfaction which used the CL in the test 
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construction. Persona taking this instrument are instructed to use the 

mid-point of the scale as the CL nr standard for each item. and then to 

rate their own marriage above or below this level. 

Assessment of changes in perception of a marital relationship 

might be expected to be accompanied by an assessment of changes in the 

expectation level. The resP.arch in the present study used pretest and 

posttest ratings on the perception of the "ideal" marriage and of "most 

other" marriages as measures of each participant's expectation level. 

Such ratings permitted the study of whether changes in perception of 

one's own marriage were associated with changes in the standards by 

which one's marriage was presumably judged. 

Group Process Factors 

Because of group interactions and processes which have been 

thought to occur during marriage enrichment experiences, changes in 

one's perception of the "ideal" marriage and "most other" marriages 

might be expected. Much of the knowledge about the dynamics of group 

process related to marriage enrichment bas come from therapy or 

counseling groups. Yalom (1975) described the changes or benefits of 

counseling groups as "curative factors." One of these factors has 

particular relevance to changes in the perception of marriage which may 

occur in a marriage enrichment group: universality or identification. 

These terms have referred to the group process by which participants in 

the group learn that other couples have situations similar to theirs, 

that they share common concerns with others, and that they are "all in 

the same boat." 
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Couples in marriage enrichment groups have used these same terms 

to describe the benefits of enrichment experiences (Mace, 1982). A 

marriage enrichment event may have been the first time a person bas 

ever beard anyone talk openly about marriage relationships and the 

development of strong feelings of identification and universality have 

frequently been reported. The group setting of marriage enrichment 

experiences has provided a context in which misperceptions such as "I 

thought we were the only ones who bad that problem" can be corrected 

(Mace, 1982). 

The barrier to openness in talking about marriage relationships 

and the resulting lack of opportunity to correct distortions in 

perception have been explained by Mace (1982) as the "intermarital 

taboo." From a similar viewpoint, Vincent 0973) has cited the ''myth 

of naturalism," the idea that couples naturally know how to "live 

happily ever after," as a major obstacle to realistic perct>ptions about 

marriage. If misperceptions of marriage have existed due to these 

barriers, then a marriage enrichment experience would be expected to 

produce some modification or correction in these misperceptions. 

Measures of the perception of the "ideal" marriage could be expected to 

have lower scores on posttest and both "ideal" and ''most marriage" 

scores could be more like one's own marriage because of the first-hand 

experience of learning from other couples in a marriage enrichment 

event. 

Caution has been raised about marriage enrichment experiences, 

especially those that are short-term and emotionally intense. There 

bas been concern that the emotional high produced by the experience may 
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raise expectations of marriage to unrealistic levels and leave couples 

feeling disillusioned {Doherty, McCabe, & Ryder, 1978). If this 

occurred, the posttest scores for the "ideal" marriage could be 

expected to increase. 

Empirical Studies 

A few studies have attempted to measure perceptions of the ideal 

marriage. A "choice awareness" program was used to help couples learn 

to make desired changes in their relationship through specific 

attention to choices involving thoughts, feelings, and actions. The 

Caring Relationship Inventory {CRI) {Shostrom, 1975) was used to assess 

the difference between the real marriage relationship and the ideal 

relationship. Couples were randomly assigned to experimental and 

control groups. Subjects who participated in the enrichment group 

perceived their marriage relationship to be more like their ideal 

following the program than did the control group (Nelson & Friest, 

1980). 

Travis and Travis (1976) used pre- and posttest measures on the 

CRI (Shostrom, 1975) to measure effect of the Pairing Enrichment 

Program (Travis & Travis, 1976). Subjects completed the instrument 

relative to the feelings and attitudes about their own spouse and 

UEmediately re-took the same instrument to assess their feelings and 

attitudes about an ideal mate. Following the three-week enrichment 

experience, subjects completed the same measures. At posttest, there 

was a significant reduction in discrepancy between their ratings of 

their ideal mate and their own spouse. Ratings for the ideal mate 

remained relatively constant from pretest to posttest. 
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Couples who participated in enrichment groups using sexual 

enhancement and fair fighting training (Kilmann, MoreauJ.t, & Robinson, 

1978) rated their partner closer to their "ideal" mate than did a 

control group on one scale of the CB.I (Sbostrom, 1975). These results 

should be viewed tentatively, however, because of the very small sample 

size. 

Powers (1981) studied the effects of a Marriage Encounter weekend, 

also using the CRI (Shostrom, 1975). On pre-, post-, and follow-up 

measures, no change was found in wives' ratings of their husbands and 

their "ideal" mate. Husbands' ratings changed as the result of the 

weekend, with more congruity between their "ideal" mate and their own 

spouse. No studies were found which used ratings of "most other" 

marriages. 

Other Variables Associated with Change 

Level of Pretest Scores 

Marriage enrichment programs have often been described as being 

appropriate for couples in fairly well-functioning relationships who 

want to make their relationship better and to prevent serious problems 

from developing (Mace, 1982; Otto, 1976). Much of the research on 

enrichment programs bas focused on the effectiveness of enrichment 

programs for participants and only recently have studies begun to 

examine the initial level of marital satisfaction as a relevant 

variable. 

Hof and Miller (1981) constructed a continuum of marital 

relationship function/dysfunction and suggested that couples at the 
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extreme ends of the continuum would profit least from enrichment 

programs. In other words, couples who already possessed a very high or 

very low degree of marital satisfaction and individual functioning 

would benefit less from marriage enrichment programs than would couples 

within the middle range. According to Hof and Miller (1981) 1 this 

middle range includes couples with primarily well-functioning 

relationships and relatively minor problems as well as couples with 

relatively major problems. 

Powell and Wampler (1982) reported that in studies which they 

conducted, as well as in other studies which they reviewed, couples 

participating in marriage enrichment events had lower pretest scores on 

marital adjustment and marital satisfaction scales than did control 

subjects. Based on these findings, the authors suggested that subjects 

who participated in enrichment programs may have been somewhat less 

satisfied with their marriages initially than couples who did not 

participate. 

Marriage enrichment programs which emphasize relationship skills 

development have been found to be effective for couples with low 

marital satisfaction scores. Brock and Joanning (1983) used subjects 

in which both members of the couples scored at or below average on the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). On both the Minnesota Couples 

Communication Program (MCCP) (Miller et al., 1975) and the Relationship 

Enhancement Program (Guerney, 1977), couples made significant gains in 

communication skills and in marital satisfaction. However, the 

Relationship Enhancement Program was found to be superior to the MCCP 

program for the low satisfaction group. The Brock and Joanning (1983) 



study did not contain a comparison of high satisfaction with low 

satisfaction groups. 
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The level of a person's pretest score vas found to be a 

significant variable in another study using the MCCP. Larsen (1974) 

found that persons who intially scored low on the Marital Communication 

Inventory (MCI) (Bienvenu, 1971) made significant gains in MCI scores 

as the result of a MCCP program. Persons who scored high on the MCI 

initially did not make such gains. 

Giblin's meta-analysis of marriage and family enrichment studies 

(1982) indicated that distressed subjects in enrichment events had the 

greatest amount of change as the result of enrichment experiences. 

Giblin observed that these results "appear to challenge the belief that 

enrichment 'works' only with healthy, non-distressed populations" 

(Giblin, 1983, p. 6). 

In a summary of results of marriage enrichment research, Garland 

(1983) suggested that caution should be used in interpreting any 

comparison of marriage enrichment change on the basis of pretest 

scores. She noted that most research instruments, especially those 

used to measure marital satisfaction, were designed for troubled 

couples. On many of these instruments, higher pretest scores have left 

little room for measuring change and subjects could demonstrate only 

limited improvement. 

In the present study, the level of pretest scores on each pretest 

instrument vas examined for its association with changes in perception 

of spouse and marriage following an enrichment course. 
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Sex Differences 

Jessie Bernard (1972) claimed that there is a "considerable body 

of well-authenticated research to show that there really are two 

marriages in every marital union, and that they do not always coincide" 

(p. 5). Bernard described these differences in perception and 

experience as "his" marriage and 11her" marriage. 

Rhyne (1981) investigated gender differences in marital 

satisfaction. Her results indicated that the same factors contributed 

to marital satisfaction for both men and women, but the degree of 

satisfaction was different. Men reported higher levels of satisfaction 

than women. Another study by Wills, Weiss, and Patterson (1974) found 

that husbands and wives perceived their sources of marital satisfaction 

as deriving from different areas in the relationship. In an earlier 

study, Corsini (1951) also reported that marital satisfaction for 

husbands and wives vas different. If there is a difference in the way 

in which husbands and wives perceive their marriage, it seemed 

important to investigate whether there are also sex differences in the 

amount of change in marital perceptions following a marriage enrichment 

experience. 

Enrichment studies which have examined gender effects have 

reported mixed results. No sex differences were found in communication 

skills or marital adjustment following a Relationship Enhancement 

Program (Collins, 1977) or in a study comparing a social exchange model 

and the Baptist Basic Retreat model (Strickland, 1982). Giblin's 

meta-research (1982) also revealed no differences in change due to 

gender. 
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Powers (1981) studied the effects of a marriage encounter 

experience using the Caring Relationship Inventory. Be found that, 

following the weekend retreat, husband's ratings of how they viewed 

themselves, their spouse, and their relationship were in closer 

agreement than ratings by their wives. In contrast, Davis, Bovestadt, 

Piercy, and Cochran (1982) compared the results from a five-week 

marriage enrichment series to a weekend experience and found that wives 

in both groups had more change on an attitude questionnaire than did 

husbands. 

Willingness to participate in marriage enrichment groups has 

typically been greater for women than for men. This general 

observation bas been consistent with related data which indicated that 

women have been more willing to participate in surveys and research 

than men (Bill, Rubin, Peplau, & Willard, 1979). If willingness to 

participste in enrichment activities is gender related, future research 

may find this willingness to be a more salient factor than gender per 

se. 

N~mber of Years Married, Age, and the Number of Children 

Changes in perception of spouse and marriage over the life span 

have been explored by a number of researchers. Almost all studies of 

marital satisfaction over the life cycle have found a decline in 

marital satisfaction after the first child, especially for women. This 

decline bas been found whether results are from retrospective data 

(LeMasters, 1957) or from pretest to posttest scores (Ryder, 1973; 

Waldron & Routh, 1981). Spanier and Levis (1980) have noted the 

continuing interest among researchers on the effects of children on 



marital quality. A recent study from a random sample of persons in a 

midwestern city offered updated evidence that family life cycle and 

number of children are significant predictors of marital quality 

(Anderson, Russell, & Schumm, 1983). 

25 

Further studies have shown the decline in marital satisfaction 

continuing through the child-rearing years until a low point is reached 

in the child-launching years (Rollins & Cannoc, 1974). Early studies 

(Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Pineo, 1960) found that marital satisfaction 

declined over a 20- to 25-year period, then leveled to an L-sbaped 

curve. Other studies have supported a U-shaped curve, with decline in 

satisfaction during child-rearing years, followP.d by an increase in 

satisfaction during the postparental years (Anderson et al., 1983; 

Deutscher, 1964; Rollins & Feldman, 1970). 

Researchers have given various explanations for the life-span 

variations in marital satisfaction. Blood and Wolfe (1960) cited 

disenchantment, due to the very high level of nfit" at the time of 

marriage and an inevitable decrease in this level of fit over time. 

Role strain has been cited by Rollins and Cannon (1974) with role 

strain greatest and marital satisfaction least during the child­

launching stages. Decrease in role profit (ratio of rewards to costs) 

during intermediate stages of marriage has been proposed by Condie and 

Doan (1978) as accounting for the decline in marital satisfaction. 

Regardless of the reasons, the decline in satisfaction with the marital 

relationship during the early years of marriage bas been fairly 

consistently reported across studies. 
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Variables vbicb have been associated with perceptions of marriage 

at a given time of measurement may also be variables related to change 

in these perceptions. If couples participate in a marriage enrichment 

event which has been designed to produce more positive perceptions of 

the spouse and marriage, couples who have been married for long periods 

of time may change at a different rate or on different measures than 

couples married a short time. Similarly, presence of children in the 

home may also be related to change in perceptions of spouse and 

marriage as the rasult of an enrichment event. 

Marriage enrichment studies have seldom reported variables of age, 

length of marriage, or presence of children in their results. 

Strickland (1981, 1982) compared the effects of a social exchange 

retreat model with the Basic Baptist Retreat model and a control 

group. Be found that age and length of marriage were associated with 

significant increase in scores on marital satisfaction and 

communication for both retreat models. In contrast, length of marriage 

bad no effect on marital satisfaction scores for the 10 couples who 

participated in the Imig Marital Enrichment program (Bart, 1979). 

Giblin (1982) concluded that the effects of a marriage enrichment 

experience were not dependent upon the number of years married or life 

stage, although larger effect sizes were associated with younger 

subjects. These results were based on 85 enrichment studies which 

included family enrichment studies. Bof and Miller (1981) reported no 

evidence based on any of these three variables in their research review. 

In the present study, the variables of number of years married, 

age, and number of children in the home were examined for their 
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association vitb change as the result of a marriage enrichment 

experience. Ho significant relationship was expected between these 

variables and the amount of change because the seminary student 

population vas thought to be relatively homogenous on these variables. 

Level of Education 

Marriage enrichment, to date, bas been largely identified with 

middle-class, well-educated participants (Garland, 1983; Giblin, 1982; 

Gurman & Kniskern, 1977; Rof & Miller, 1981). The cost of many events 

bas been thought to prevent widespread participation. In addition, the 

educative, preventive emphasis of most enrichment programs may appeal 

to persons who have higher levels of education (Bof & Miller, 1981). 

In the enrichment studies which have reported on the educational 

level attained by participants, the average participant had achieved an 

educational level equal to three years of college (Giblin, 1982). 

Giblin reported some evidence that persons with lower levels of 

education bad more positive change as the result of an enrichment 

experience; however, further analysis of the data failed to support 

this conclusion. 

Subjects in the current study were all seminary students and their 

spouses. Because of the consistently high level of educational 

achievement for subjects in the study, the amount of change as the 

result of a marriage enrichment course was not expected to be 

associated with variability in the number of years schooling. 

Hypotheses 

Several hypotheses were stated in order to achieve the purposes of 

this study. The first purpose was to examine instruments used to assess 
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pre- to posttest change to determine which instruments and which items 

were most sensitive to change as the result of a marriage enrichment 

experience. Such an examination assumed that the enrichment experience 

was of sufficient duration and intensity that change might reasonably 

be expected to occur, based on a review of the research literature. 

The first two hypotheses were used to test for evidence of change in 

perception of spouse and marriage as a result of the marriage 

enrichment experience. 

I. The experimental and control groups will not differ 

significantly on any pretest measure. 

2. There will be a significant inc=2ase in scores on 

each measure of the perception of own spouse and 

marriage from pretest to posttest for the experimental 

group. No significant change is expected for the 

control group. 

Two additional hypotheses were tested to evaluate the instruments 

used to measure change as the result of the enrichment event. 

3. There will be a significant positive correlation 

between all pre-post measures of the perception of one's 

own spouse and marriage. 

4. Self-report scores on the Relationship Change Scale will 

not differ significantly from change scores computed 

from pre- to posttest scores on the other measures. 

If the expected pre- to posttest score increases occurred for the 

experimental group, post hoc analyses were planned to identify specific 

scales or items which contributed most to the change. 
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The second purpose of this research vas to study the effect of a 

marriage enrichment experience on each participant's perception of his 

or her own marriage, the "ideal" marriage, and "most other" marriages. 

The following hypothesis vas used to test for these effects: 

5. Discrepancy scores between ratings of one's own 

marriage and the "ideal" marriage and between one's own 

marriage and 'uost other" marriages will be significantly 

reduced from pre- to posttest for the experimental group. 

No significant changes in discrepancy scores are expected 

for the control group from pretest to posttest. 

The remaining hypotheses were designed to achieve the third 

purpose of the study, the examination of other variables related to 

change in perception of one's own spouse or marriage as a result of a 

marriage enrichment experience. 

6. In the experimental group, persons with low pretest 

scores on perception of own spouse and marriage will 

have significantly greater pre- to posttest change 

scores than persons with high pretest scores. 

7. Pre- to posttest change will not be significantly 

related to variables of sex, age, number of years 

married, education level, and the number of children. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Changes in perception of spouse and marriage as the result of a 

marriage enrichment course for couples were examined. Several 

instruments were used to help determine which instruments are most 

sensitive to change. In addition, one of the instruments was adapted 

to measure change in the perception of the "ideal" marriage and "most 

other" marriages as a result of the marriage enrichment experience. 

Data were analyzed for evidence of change on each of the instruments 

used and further analyses were conducted to examine variables 

associated with these changes. 

Design 
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The basic design for this study was a pretest-posttest design 

using experimental and control groups. The design included a treatment 

group, couples enrolled in a seminary marriage enrichment course, and a 

control group, couples at another seminary not enrolled in a seminary 

marriage enrichment course. Couples in both the experimental and 

control groups received pretest and posttest measures, but the control 

group did not participate in any enrichment program. 

Subjects 

Subjects for the experimental group were married couples who 

enrolled in a semester-long marriage enrichment course at a seminary in 

the South. The course was an elective, but enrollment as a couple was 
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required and at least one member of each couple had to be taking the 

course for credit. Participation in the research was voluntary, 

although the course instructors requested that each couple participate 

in the research. An information sheet describing the research project 

was distributed by the instructors (see Appendix A) during the first 

part of the class period in which the pretest was administered. 

Couples who completed all testing were promised a summary of results. 

All students from two different classes participated in the 

research. Forty-six subjects (23 couples) from one class and 8 

subjects (4 couples) from a second class completed the pre- and 

posttests. There were originally 22 couples in the second class who 

completed the pretest measures. Through a misunderstanding between the 

instructor and his graduate assistant, the posttest data were not 

collected from the remaining class members. 

Couples in the control group were from another seminary of the 

same religious denomination, also located in the South. At least one 

member of each couple in the control group was enrolled as a student in 

the seminary. Participation in the research was voluntary. Subjects 

were recruited through regularly scheduled classes at the seminary and 

faculty members in the class encouraged students to participate in the 

research project. 

Students in the control group were recruited by the researcher who 

visited the classes and distributed an information sheet describing the 

research project (see Appendix A). Students who indicated an interest 

in participating were given a postcard (see Appendix A) and were asked 

to use the information sheet to talk with their spouses. If both 
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husband and wife were willing to participate, they each signed the card 

and mailed it to the researcher. Control subjects who completed all 

testing were promised a one-year gift membership in The Association of 

Couples for Marriage Enrichment and a summary of results from the 

completed study. Forty-two subjects (21 couples) volunteered to 

participate in the study and 34 subjects (17 couples) completed both 

pretest and posttest measures. 

Treatment 

The treatment consisted of a semester-long marriage enrichment 

course for couples enrolled in the seminary. Classes met for weekly 

three-hour sessions over a full 14-week semester period for a total 

class time of 42 hours. The course included instructional periods, 

small group sessions, couple interaction, between-class assignments for 

individual reflection and journal writing, and a written project. 

One of the stated purposes of the course was to enrich the 

marriages of class participants while they also learned about marriage 

and marriage enrichment from the perspective of several disciplines. 

The syllabus for the marriage enrichment course is in Appendix B. 

Two instructor couples led the course, one couple for each of the 

semesters in which data were collected. Both couples had bad extensive 

training and experience in teaching, group work, and in marriage 

enrichment leadership with groups of couples. One member of each of 

the instructor couples (the husband) was a faculty member at the 

seminary. The leader couples used the same syllabus but there was 

opportunity for each instructor to adapt the materials to an individual 

instructional style for their particular group of students. 



Description of Variables 

The dependent variables used in this study were seven scores of 

perceptions of spouse and marriage. The independent variable was the 

marriage enrichment seminary course. Moderator variables were the 

level of pretest score, sex, age, educational level, number of years 

married, and the number of children. 

Research Instruments 

Five instruments were used for measuring the perception of one's 

own spouse and marriage, and two additional instruments were used to 

measure ratings of the "ideal" marriage and "most other" marriages. 
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The instruments were selected on the basis of their frequent use in 

marriage enrichment research or their potential usefulness for marriage 

enrichment research. A copy of each instrument is included in Appendix 

C. With the exception of the Relationship Change Scale, used only at 

posttest, these instruments were administered at pretest and again at 

posttest. In addition, an 11-item general information sheet (see 

Appendix C, Section 1) vas used at the time of pretest. Each subject 

responded to 155 items at pretest and 171 items at posttest. 

The following is a list of the instruments in the order in which 

they were administered. 

1. Marital Satisfaction Scale (Short Form) 

(Roach, 1981) 

2. Dyadic Trust Scale (Larzelere & Huston, 1980) 

3. Relationship Inventory (Empathy Scale) 

(Barrett-Lennard, 1962) 

24 items 

8 items 

16 items 
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4. Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) (Spanier, 1976) 32 items 

5. DAS (adapted for rating the "ideal" marriage) 32 items 

6. DAS (adapted for rating "most other" marriages) 32 items 

7. Relationship Change Scale (Guerney, 1977) 27 items 

(posttest only) 

The Marital Satisfaction Scale 

The Marital Satisfaction Scale - Short Form (MSS) (Roach, 1981; 

Roach, Frazier, & Bowden, 1981) was used as the measure of marital 

satisfaction (see Appendix C, Section 2). Each subject was asked to 

respond to a 24-item scale by checking the level of agreement or 

disagreement with each item. The Likert-type scale included categories 

of "strongly disagree," "disagree," "neutral," "agree," "strongly 

agree," which were scored from one to five. The score of five was 

given the most favorable response indicative of marital satisfaction. 

The possible range of scores on the scale was 24 to 120 with the higher 

total score being indicative of greater satisfaction with the marriage. 

Roach (1981) defined marital satisfaction as "an attitude of 

greater or lesser favorability toward one's own marital relationship at 

a given point in time" (p. 1). Such a view recognized that the atti­

tude one has toward his or her marriage is a changeable perception and 

is, therefore, in contrast to other measures of marital satisfaction 

which have attempted to determine the quality of the marriage 

relationship. 

In the original Marital Satisfaction Inventory (Roach, 1981), 73 

items were generated, using criteria that items must (a) deal with 

opinion or attitude toward some aspect of one's marriage, (b) be 
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capable of reflecting change between pretest and posttest, (c) avoid 

contamination with social desirability or marital conventionalization 

as much as possible, (d) be capable of evoking both agreement and 

disagreement in normal populations, (e) not be drawn from the tra­

ditional item pool, and (f) have a single-item style throughout the 

scale which could be easily scored (Roach et al., 1981). In order for 

an item to have been included, it must have achieved complete agreement 

by three experienced judges on its favorability or unfavorability. 

Roach tested this version in several studies described in this section. 

An initial study with 88 subjects indicated a high level of 

internal consistency (Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha was .98). A 

subsequent study was conducted using the 73 items with a sample of 309 

subjects, mostly young adults. In this study, 52 of the items had 

correlations of .SO or better with the total score. Again, a high 

level of internal consistency was found (Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha, 

.97). Concurrent validity, based on a correlation with the Locke­

Wallace Marital Adjustment Test scores was .78 (Roach et al., 1981). 

No sex bias was found and there was a low (nonsignificant) degree of 

contamination of the scale with social desirability as measured by the 

Marlowe-crowne Social Desirability Scale. Another study (Roach et al., 

1981) assessed concurrent validity using satisfied and dissatisfied 

couples and the means for the two groups were significantly different. 

Following these studies, items which did not correlate higher than 

.SO with the total scale were eliminated and this revision resulted in 

a 48-item version, known as the Marital Satisfaction Scale. The range 

of possible scores was 48 to 240, using the same one-to-five scoring 
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system. High internal consistency was maintained (Cronbach's 

Coefficient Alpha, .97) for the 48-item scale, using an extended sample 

of 463 subjects. 

The Short Form of the test (Roach, 1981) was produced by using the 

24 items with the highest correlations of item-total score using the 

above sample of 463 subjects. Internal consistency of the Short Form 

(Cronbacb's Coefficient Alpha, .96) bas been determined to be almost as 

high as the measures of internal consistency for the 73- and 48-item 

scales. Other validity and test-retest reliabilities have not yet been 

established for the Short Form and must be presumed from evidence from 

the longer instruments from which the MSS bas been derived (Roach, 

1981). 

Dyadic Trust Scale 

The Dyadic Trust Scale (Larzelere & Huston, 1980) was used as a 

measure of tie level oi ioLerperbou~l LrubL wiLhi~ L~e ~~l~tioui~ip 

(see Appendix C, Section 3). Subjects marked their level of agreement 

with each of the eight items. Each item was rated on a scale from 1 to 

7 with categories of "strong agreement," "moderate agreement," "some 

agreement," "neutral," "some disagreement," "moderate disagreement," 

and "strong disagreement." The possible range of scores is 8 to 56, 

with 56 indicating the highest level of trust. Five of the eight items 

are reverse-scored to reduce acquiescence response bias. 

The Dyadic Trust Scale was designed for research into the level of 

interpersonal trust in close relationships. The definition of trust 

used in the scale was that trust exists to the extent that one person 

perceives another person to be benevolent and honest (Larzelere & 

Huston, 1980). 
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In developing the scale, 57 items were borrowed or adapted from 

other scales which had been used to measure some type of trust. These 

items were given to 319 subjects who were in various levels of 

relationships, including casual dating, exclusively dating, engaged or 

cohabiting, newlywed, longer married, separated or divorced, and 

ex-dating partner. Factor analyses were used to determine the 

unidimensionality of the scale and other criteria were used for the 

selection of items which maximized reliability and minimized social 

desirability, repetitiveness, and skewness. 

The eight items chosen for the final scale had high item to total 

score correlations, ranging from .72 to .89. Subsequent data from 

subjects not used for item selection indicated that the Dyadic Trust 

Scale had a reliability of .93 (Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha). 

Evidence of discriminative validity was provided by no to low 

rnrrPl~tin~q ~jth ~oci~l rlPR~TRhjlity (L ~ .00 betweeo the Dyadic Trust 

Scale and the Marlowe-crowne Social Desirability Scale) and with 

generalized trust (L ~ .17 with Wrightsman's Trustworthiness Scale and 

L ~ .02 with Rotter's Interpersonal Trust Scale) (Larzelere & Huston, 

1980). 

Larzelere and Huston (1980) also reported that dyadic trust has 

been associated with depth of self disclosure using 60 items from 

Taylor and Altman's Scale (L = .26, ~ > .01) and with dyadic love 

measured by the Rubin Love Scales (L = .47, ~ > .001). Mean Dyadic 

Trust scores have been found to vary by relationship status, with trust 

increasing with commitment (i.e., from casual dating to newly married), 

and declining with relationships that are terminated (Larzelere & 

Huston, 1980). 
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Relationship Inventory (Empathy Scale) 

The Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 1962) vas developed 

to measure the perceived quality of relationships. The Empathy Scale 

from this inventory was used in this study to measure the degree of 

empathy which a person feels his or her spouse displays (see Appendix 

C, Section 4). Each subject responded to the 16-item Empathy Scale by 

rating each item according to how strongly the subject felt the item 

was "true" or "not true" of his or her partner. The possible range of 

scores for the Empathy scale is 24 to 96, with each item having a score 

range of 1 to 6. Eight of the items are worded positively and eight 

are worded negatively. 

The Relationship Inventory (RI) was initially developed by 

Barrett-Lennard (1962) as a measure of the therapeutic relationship 

between a therapist and a client, following the theory of Carl Rogers. 

It was designed to measure the perceived quality of the relationship by 

recording immediate perceptions and feelings rather than opinions. 

Empathic understanding vas defined as the "extent to which one person 

is conscious of the immediate awareness of another" (Barrett-Leonard, 

1962 J p. 3). 

Originally, there were 84 items in the inventory. In 1964, the 

author developed an improved 64-item revision, including four sub­

scales: Empathic Understanding, Congruence, Level of Regard, and 

Unconditionality of Regard. Gurman (1977) reviewed studies using the 

Rl in therApeutic relationships and reported mean internal reliability 

coefficients for the total scale of .91 and for the Empathy Scale, 

.84. The mean test-retest reliability of all studies reporting 
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coefficients for the total scale was .90 and for the Empathy scale, .83 

(Gurman, 1977). 

Several studies have used the Rl with marital relationships 

(Epstein & Jackson, 1978; Wampler & Sprenkle, 1980). Correlations with 

other measures of marital satisfaction are L = .68 for Total and L = 

.61 for Empathy with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, and L = .74 and L = 

.65 for Total and Empathy with the Marital Adjustment Scale (Wampler & 

Powell, 1982). Studies using the RI with distressed and nondistressed 

couples (Quick & Jacob, 1973) found that all the Rl subscales 

discriminated between the two groups. 

Although there are no norms for the RI, Wampler and Powell (1982) 

reviewed eight studies and reported mean subscale and total scores 

found in each study. They have claimed that the Relationship Inventory 

taps directly into the process dimension of a relationship and may be a 

more sensitive indicator of change than other global measures of 

marital satisfaction (Wampler & Powell, 1982). 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) was used as a measure 

to assess the quality of the marriage relationship (see Appendix C, 

Section 5). The 32-item scale measured each partner's perception of 

the adjustment level within the relationship. Subjects were asked to 

determine the degree of agreement or disagreement between themselves 

and their spouse on several issues and also the relative frequency of 

certain behaviors or perceptions. There are four separate subscales: 

dyadic satisfaction, dyadic consensus, dyadic cohesion, and affectional 

expression. The scale bas a score range of 0-151. 
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The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) was developed from a pool of all 

items which had ever been used on any scale measuring marital adjust­

ment. Judges then rated these items for content validity, eliminating 

those not meeting criteria of relevance for the 1970's or being 

suitable indicators of marital adjustment. The remaining 200 items 

were empirically tested using samples of married, divorced, and 

never-married cohabiting couples. Items were eliminated if the mean 

item scores for married and divorced samples were not significantly 

different. Additional items were eliminated because of low factor 

loadings or duplicate wording, leaving a scale of 32 items. 

Items included in the DAS were evaluated by three judges for 

content validity. Evidence of concurrent validity was found through 

the significant correlation of each item with the external criterion of 

marital status. The mean total scale scores for the married sample was 

114.8 and the mean for the divorced sample was 70.7. These total 

scores are significantly different at the .001 level. Construct 

validity was established by the correlation of .86 and .88 with the 

Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale for the married and divorced 

samples. Further evidence of construct validity was reported through 

factor analysis which found four interrelated components, dyadic 

satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, and affectional 

expression. Reliability estimates (Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha) for 

the total scale and for the four subscales were: Total, ~ = .96; 

Dyadic Consensus, ~ ~ .90; Dyadic Satisfaction, ~ = .94; Dyadic 

Cohesion, .86; and Affectional Expression,~= .73. 
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Spanier and Thompson (1982) have reported another analysis of the 

DAS using a sample of recently separated men and women. Although the 

aubscales were not perfectly replicated, the researchers reported that 

the results confirmed the DAS as a valid and reliable measure, with 

especially strong evidence for its use as a global measure of marital 

functioning. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale was selected for use in this 

study because of its widespread use as an outcome measure in marriage 

enrichment research. 

Perceptions of "Ideal" and "Most Other" Marriages 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) (Spanier, 1976) was adapted for 

ratings of each person's perception of the "ideal" marriage and of 

"most other" marriages. The wording of items was changed only to the 

extent necessary to secure ratings from these two perspectives. The 

adapted scale for "Ideal" ratings is in Appendix C, Section 6 and the 

adapted scale for "Most Other" ratings is in Appendix C, Section 7. 

Discrepancy scores were computed for each person's "ideal"-own scores 

and for the "most other"-own scores at pretest and posttest. 

Relationship Change Scale 

The Relationship Change Scale (RCS) developed by Schlein and 

Guerney (Guerney, 1977) was used as a posttest measure to assess 

perceived change in the relationship as a result of the marriage 

enrichment course (see Appendix C, Section 8). Each experimental and 

control subject marked his or her feelings or beliefs about change 

during the past few months on 26 items. Response options for scale 

items were distributed on a 5-point scale with the higher scores 

indicating the highest degree of positive change. 



The RCS was developed as a measure of change in the quality of a 

relationship. The items deal with a variety of relationship areas, 

such as satisfaction, communication, trust, intimacy, sensitivity, 

openness, and understanding. The measure can be used simply as a 

postmeasure, using a retrospective view of change over the course of 

treatment or a specified period of time (Guerney, 1977). 
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Guerney noted that internal reliability tests would not be 

appropriate for such a measure designed to be sensitive to short-term 

change, since the retesting interval would have to be very brief. The 

authors claimed that adequate reliability for purposes of group testing 

as well as construct validity can be reasonably inferred from the fact 

that the experimental hypotheses tested by the RCS were confirmed in 

studies reported by Guerney and others (Guerney, 1977). Significant 

correlations were found with Handling Probl~ms Change Scale (L ~ .29) 

and with the Satisfaction Change Scale (L = .49), measures designed to 

assess specific components of relationship change. 

Procedure for Data Collection 

Data were collected from each subject in the experimental and 

control groups. Each couple used a 4-digit identification (ID) number 

and this ID was used on all instruments in all administrations. Each 

subject also identified his or her gender on each instrument. The ID 

and gender designation permitted identification of pretest and posttest 

data for each person by couple. 

Subjects in the experimental group were asked to complete all 

pretest instruments during the second class session of the marriage 

enrichment course. No time limits were imposed and subjects used 20 to 
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35 minutes for completing the items. Posttest data were obtained 

during the final class session of the course. Data were collected in 

this manner from students in two separate classes. In the second 

class, test materials were distributed but not completed during the 

final class session. Students were instructed to complete the forms 

and return them to the office of the enrichment course leaders. 

Through a misunderstauding between the course leaders and the graduate 

assistant, no follow-up was made and only eight students returned the 

forms. This misunderstanding was not clarified until several weeks 

later and resulted in the loss of several subjects. 

For control subjects, the pretest instruments were mailed to each 

couple. An instruction sheet and a preaddressed stamped return 

envelope were enclosed with the test materials. Students were 

instructed to complete the forms without consulting with their spouses 

and to return the forms within 10 days after their receipt. Posttest 

forms were completed in a similar manner following a time period 

comparable to the duration of the marriage enrichment course. 

Instructions for completing the instruments at pretest and 

posttest sessions for both the experimental and control groups are in 

Appendix c. Appendix A contains the information sheet and card used in 

recruiting control subjects. 

Data Analysis 

Scoring was completed by two scorers using random checks for 

accuracy. Scores were recorded on code sheets, entered on computer 

disks, printed, and checked for accuracy. Data were computer analyzed 



using the statistical package, SPSS--Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). 

The following data were computed for each subject: (a) a pretest 

score on each instrument, (b) a posttest score on each instrument, (c) 

a change score (difference between pretest and posttest score) for each 

item and for each instrument, and (d) discrepancy scores (difference 

between ratings of own-"ideal" and between own-"most other" marriages) 

at pretest and posttest. Analyses of variance, regression analyses, 

correlation analyses, and~ tests were used to test the hypotheses of 

the study. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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The purpose of this research was to study changes in the 

perception of one's own spouse and marriage by persons who participated 

in a marriage enrichment experience. Assessment of change was made by 

(a) examining results obtained from several instruments used to measure 

perceptions of spouse and marriage, {b) examining the effect of a 

marriage enrichment experience on the perception of each participant's 

own marriage, the "ideal" marriage, and "most other" marriages, and (c) 

examining other variables which might be related to change in these 

perceptions of spouse or marriage. These evaluations were made by 

examining pretest to posttest scores obtained from several instruments 

for persons who participated in a marriage enrichment course and 

comparing them with the pretest to posttest scores on the same 

instruments for persons who did not participate in a marriage 

enrichment course. 

The results of this evaluation will be presented in the following 

sequence: (a) description of the population, (b) analyses of data for 

testing hypotheses, and (c) discussion of the analysis of the data. 

Description of the Population 

The couples participating in this research were all from two 

seminary communities where at least one member of each couple was 

enrolled as a student in the seminary. See Table 1 for the summary of 

the demographic information. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Experimental and Control Groups 

Experimental Control 
(n • 56) (n "' 34) 

Years M F Total % M F Total % 

Age of Subjects 

20-24 3 7 10 17.8 4 5 9 26.5 
25-29 14 14 28 50.0 4 4 8 23.5 
30-34 8 5 13 23.2 4 3 7 20.6 
35-39 2 1 3 5.5 2 2 4 11.8 
40-44 1 5 6 8.8 
45-49 1 1 1.7 1 1 2 5.9 
50-52 1 1 1.7 1 1 2.9 

Mean Age 28.5 27 .8 28.6 31.9 30.0 31.0 
Median 28.2 26.5 30.8 29.0 

Length of Marriage (by couples) 

5-2 11 39.3 5 29.4 
3-4 5 17 .8 4 23.5 
5-9 5 17.8 4 23.5 

10-14 5 17.8 1 5.9 
15-19 1 3.6 2 11.8 
20-24 1 5.9 
25-29 1 3.6 

Mean Years Married 5.9 6.2 
Median Years Married 3.1 4.0 

(table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Experimental Control 
(n "' 56) (n • 34) 

Years M F Total % M F Total % 

Educational Level Completed 

8-12 4 4 11.8 
13-14 6 6 10.7 2 2 5.8 
15-16 14 14 25.0 1 7 8 23.5 
17-18 14 5 19 33.9 6 3 9 26.5 
19-20 14 3 17 30.3 10 1 11 32.3 

Mean 18.8 15.9 17 .3 18.7 14.9 16.8 
Median 18.5 15.9 18.9 15.6 

Times Married 

1 27 27 54 96.0 14 15 29 85.3 
2 1 1 2 4.0 3 2 3 14.7 

Number of Children 

0 17 18 35 62.3 8 6 14 41.2 
1 4 3 7 12.5 1 3 4 11.8 
2 4 3 8 14.3 4 4 8 23.5 
3 3 3 6 10.7 3 3 6 17.6 
4 
5 1 1 2 5.9 
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The subjects who participated in the experimental treatment bad a 

mean age of 28.6 years with an age range of 23 to 50 years. The 

control group was slightly older, with a mean age of 31.0 and an age 

range of 20 to 52 years. In both the experimental and control groups, 

the mean a~e cf husbands was higher than the mean age of wives. 

Length of Marriage and Number of Times Married 

In both the experimental and control groups, the number of years 

married covered a wide range of years from less than 1 year to more 

than 20 years. The mean length of marriage was 5.9 years for par­

ticipants in the experimental group and 6.2 for the control group. 

With the exception of two subjects (one couple) who had been married 

once before, all experimental subjects had been married only once. In 

the control group, the husband and wife in two couples and the husband 

in another couple were in their second marriage. All other persons in 

the control group had been married only once. 

Number of Children 

Participants in the experimental group were less likely to have 

had children than participants in the control group. Sixty-two percent 

of couples in the experimental group had no children, compared to only 

41% of the couples in the control group who had no children. For those 

couples with children, the mean number of children was 1.9 for the 

experimental group and 2.3 for the control group. 

Educational Level 

The educational levels achieved by participants in both the 

experimental and control groups were high, as might be expected of a 
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seminary population. The mean number of years of schooling completed 

for the experimental group was 17.3 and the control group mean was 

16.8. All subjects in the experimental group had completed some 

post-high-school education, whereas one woman in the control group bad 

completed only eight years in school and three other women bad only a 

high school education. The range of completed years in school was 13 

to 20 for the experimental group and 8 to 20 for the control group. 

In both the experimental and control groups, the mean educational 

level of husbands was higher than the educational level of wives. 

There was an overall mean difference of 2.9 years in the number of 

years of schooling completed by husbands and wives in the experimental 

group. Husbands in the experimental group bad completed 18.8 years in 

school compared to 15.9 years for the wives. Larger mean differences 

in educational level were obtained between husbands and wives in the 

control group. In the control group, the wean number of years in 

school completed by husbands was 18.7, and the mean for their wives was 

14.9, yielding a difference of 3.8 years. 

Analyses 

The results of the analyses of data are presented in this section 

in relation to the previously stated purposes and hypotheses. Pre- and 

posttest total scores were computed for the dependent variables, 

Marital Satisfaction Scale, Dyadic Trust Scale, Relationship Inventory 

(Empathy Scale), and the three ratings on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. 

The differences between the pre- and posttest measures were computed 

for each individual so that these difference or change scores could be 
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used in the data analysis. Totals were also computed for the dependent 

variable, Relationship Change Scale, which was given only at posttest. 

Discre·pancy scores for differences in ratings of own-" ideal" and 

own-"most other" marriages also were computed for pretest and posttest. 

The procedure for handling missing data within individual scales 

was to assign the value of the subject's own mean score for the scale 

or subscale to that particular item. Missing data were found in 16 of 

the 180 pre- and posttest protocols. In 12 of the 16 cases, only one 

value was missing (out of a total of 171 values) and the other four 

cases bad two to six values missing. 

Tests for Difference Between Groups at Pretest 

The first hypothesis was tested by an analysis of variance 

procedure. 

1. The experimental and control groups will not differ 

significantly on any pretest measures (Marital Satisfaction 

Scale, Dyadic Trust Scale, Relationship Inventory, and 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale). 

Results for equivalence of the experimental and control groups at 

pretesting on each of the dependent variables are shown in Table 2. 

No significant differences between the experimental and control groups 

were found at pretest on any of the four measures. The experimental 

and control groups were assumed to be equivalent at the prestest period. 

Tests for Pre- to Posttest Change by Groups 

Separate analyses were performed for each of the measures given at 

pre- and posttest (Marital Satisfaction Scale, Dyadic Trust Scale, 
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Table 2 

Analysis of Variance for Pretest Scores on the MSS, DTS, RI. and 

DAS by Groups 

Mean Significance 
Source df Square l. of l. 

Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS) 

Main Effects 
Group 1 0.85 0.01 0.93 
Residual 88 116.99 

Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) 

Main Effects 
Group 1 6.56 0.12 0.70 
Residual 88 42.28 

Relationship Inventory - Empathy (RI) 

Main Effects 
Group 1 0.35 0.003 0.96 
Residual 88 120.11 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DS) 

Main Effects 
Group 1 35.26 0.26 0.61 
Residual 88 136.95 
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Relationship Inventory, and Dyadic Adjustment Scale) to test the second 

hypothesis. 

2. There will be a significant increase in scores on 

each measure of the perception of own spouse and 

marriage from pretest to posttest for the experimental 

group. No significant change is expected for the 

control group. 

Table 3 contains summary data of the results from the pre- to 

posttest change on each dependent varia~!e measure for the experimental 

and control groups. No support was found for this hypothesis. In 

fact, these data show that pre- to posttest changes were opposite to 

the direction predicted. The mean posttest score for the experimental 

group was lower (although not significantly lower) than the mean 

pretest score on each of the pre- to posttest measures. In contrast, 

the mean posttest score for the control group was higher than the 

pretest on each of the four pre- to posttest measures, and the posttest 

score was significantly higher on one measure, the Relationship 

Inventory (R > .04). 

The results of the analyses of variance for change scores by 

groups (experimental and control) and by sex for each of the pre- to 

posttest measures are presented in Table 4. Pre- to posttest change 

scores were significantly different for the experimental and control 

groups on two of the measures (Relationship Inventory and Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale) and approached the .05 level of significance on one 

other measure, the Marital Satisfaction Scale. Although there was no 

difference between the experimental and control groups at pretest, the 
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Table 3 

Means, Standard Deviations (SD), Change Scores, and Range of Scores 

for MSS, DTS, Rl, and DAS by Group 

Pre Post Change 
Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS) 

Experimental (n a 56) 107.45 10.22 104.96 12.74 -2.48 10.12 
Range of Scores 82 to 119 59 to 120 -35 to 25 

Control (n ~ 34) 107.65 11.73 109.71 11.31 2.06 10.32 
Range of Scores 75 to 120 70 to 120 -16 to 32 

Range of Scores Possible on the MSS: 24 to 120 

Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) 

Experimental (n a 56) 50.82 6.50 50.25 6.71 -0.57 6.84 
Range of Scores 28 to 56 29 to 56 -21 to 25 

Control (n a 34) 50.27 6.52 51.79 4.15 1.53 6.61 
Range of Scores 26 to 56 39 to 56 -9 to 30 

Range of Scores Possible on the DTS: 8 to 56 

Relationship Inventory (RI) 

Experimental (n c 56) 67.39 10.46 65.79 11.77 -1.61 9.24 
Range of Scores 48 to 88 35 to 89 -25 to 20 

Control (n a 34) 67.27 11.74 71.41 10.17 4.15 11.03 
Range of Scores 41 to 92 45 to 88 -16 to 33 

Range of Scores Possible on the RI: 16 to 96 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) 

Experimental (n a 56) 115.77 10.44 114.57 11.07 -1.20 9.31 
Range of Scores 91 to 136 81 to 131 -34 to 21 

Control (n • 34) 117.06 13.53 120.09 13.58 3.03 9.07 
Range of Scores 87 to 139 85 to 142 -21 to 21 

Range of Scores Possible on the DAS: 0 to 151 
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Table 4 

Analysis of Variance for Change Scores on Dependent Variables. 

MSS, DTS. RI, and DAS by Group and Sex 

Mean Significance 
Source df Square f. of [ 

Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS) 

Group 1 436.24 3.80 0.06 
Sex 1 6.94 0.06 0.81 
Group x Sex 1 52.87 0.46 0.50 
Residual 86 114.88 

Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) 

Group 1 93.37 2.01 0.16 
Sex 1 17.78 0.38 0.54 
Group x Sex 1 2.24 0.05 0.83 
Residual 86 46.42 

Relationship Inventory (RI) 

Group 1 700.48 7.18 0.01 
Sex 1 266.94 5.74 0.43 
Group x Sex 1 62.78 0.64 0.43 
Residual 86 97.51 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

Group 1 377.79 4.36 0.04 
Sex 1 17.78 0.21 0.65 
Group x Sex 1 4.86 0.06 0.81 
Residual 86 86.74 



combined effect of negative change scores for the experimental group 

and positive change scores for the control group contributed to the 

sig- nificant differences in the pre- to posttest change for the two 

groups. 

Evaluation of Instruments Used to Measure Change 
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One purpose of this study was to examine the instruments or 

measurement scales used to assess change as the result of a marriage 

enrichment experience. All measures were expected to be positively 

correlated. Furthermore, if the anticipated changes occurred as a 

result of the enrichment experience, additional procedures were planned 

to identify the specific items which accounted for the change. 

A correlational analysis was used to test for the association 

between the pre- and posttest measures as stated in Hypothesis 3. 

3. There will be a significant positive correlation 

between all pre- and posttest measures of perception 

of own spouse and marriage (Marital Satisfaction Scale, 

Dyadic Trust Scale, Relationship Inventory, and Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale). 

Table 5 contains the results of this analysis at pretest and at 

posttest. These results supported the hypothesis of a significant 

positive correlation between all measures at both pretest and posttest. 

Self-report of Change 

In &ddition to the change scores computed from comparing the 

pretest with the posttest scores, an additional measure was given to 

all participants at the posttest period. This measure, the Relation­

ship Change Scale (RCS), required each subject to rate the amount of 

change which bad been made in his or her own marriage during the time 
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Table 5 

Correlation Coefficients Between Measures Used at Pretest and Posttest 

Pretest 

DTS RI DAS 

MSS 0.59* 0.73* 0.69* 

DTS 0.44* 0.46* 

Rl 0.70* 

*E. .001 

MSS ~ Marital Satisfaction Scale 
DTS ~ Dyadic Trust Scale 

RI ~ Relationship Inventory 
DAS c Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

Post test 

DTS RI DAS 

0.75* 0.73* 0.71* 

0.66* 0.23* 

0.69* 



period of the experimental treatment. Table 6 contains a summary of 

the obtained results on this measure for the experimental and control 

groups. 

57 

Table 7 contains the results of the analysis of variance procedure 

which tested the significance of the RCS score differences by group and 

sex. The analysis indicated that the experimental group reported more 

positive change during the time period of the marriage enrichment 

course than did the control group (£ > .03). These results are in 

contrast with the change scores computed by comparing pre- to posttest 

scores on the other four dependent variables. As reported in Table 3, 

computed change scores indicated less positive change for the 

experimental group than for the control group. 

Correlational analyses were conducted to test the association 

between the change reported on the RCS and the pre- to posttest change 

scores computed on each of the other measures for Hypothesis 4. 

4. Self-report scores on the Relationship Change Scale 

will not differ significantly from change scores 

computed from pre- to posttest scores on the other 

measures. 

Table 8 contains the results of this analysis. These results 

indicate that the self-reported change score did not differ 

significantly from change scores computed from all four of the pre- and 

posttest measures for the experimental group. A significant 

relationship was also found between the self-reported change score and 

three of the pre- and posttest measures for the control group. 



Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations (SD) for the Relationship Change 

Scale (RCS) by Group 

Experimental Control 

Mean SD Mean 

Relationshi~ Change Scale 100.18 10.13 94.94 

Range of scores 78 to 124 73 to 129 

Note. Range of scores possible on the RCS: 26 to 130. 
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SD 

12.39 
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Table 7 

Analysis of Variance for Reported Change Scores on the Relationship 

Change Scale (RCS) by Groups and Sex 

Mean Significance 
Source df Square I. of I. 

Group 1 580.30 4.72 0.03 

Sex 1 57.60 0.47 0.50 

Group x Sex 2 88.22 0. 72 0.40 

Residual 86 126.84 



Table 8 

Correlation Coefficients for Self-Reported Change and Change on 

Pre- and Posttest Measures 

Experimental Group: 

RCS 

Control Group: 

RCS 

*.R.. > .01 
**.E.. > .001 

MSS 

.48** 

.40* 

RCS = Relationship Change Scale 
MSS =Marital Satisfaction Scale 
DTS = Dyadic Trust Scale 

RI ~ Relationship Inventory 
DAS ~ Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

DTS RI DAS 

.32* .47** .51** 

.03 .50** .42* 

60 
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Analysis of Items 

The marriage enrichment course was expected to produce 

significantly positive pre- to posttest changes for participating 

couples. The proposed evaluation of instruments used to measure change 

included the identification of specific items which contributed most to 

this change. 

Evidence has already been presented which shows that the expected 

pre- to posttest score increases did not occur for the experimental 

group. Therefore, additional analyses to identify specific items which 

contributed to change as a result of the marriage enrichment course 

were unwarranted. 

Change in Ratings of "Ideal" and "Most Other" Marriages 

Table 9 shows the pretest and posttest means for ratings of one's 

own, "ideal," and "most other" marriag~s. Ratings for the "ideal" 

marriage were consistently higher than for one's own marriage, and 

"most other" marriages were rated consistently lower than one's own 

marriage. 

An own-"ideal" discrepancy score and an own-"most other" 

discrepancy score were computed for each subject at pretest and again 

at posttest. Discrepancy scores at pretest were compared with 

discrepancy scores at posttest using correlated ~ tests to test 

Hypothesis 5. 

5. Discrepancy scores between ratings of one's own 

marriage and the "ideal" marriage and also between 

ratings of own and "most other" marriages will be 

significantly reduced from pretest to posttest for 
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Table 9 

Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations (SD) for Own. "Ideal." and 

~ost Other" Marriages 

Experimental 

Own 

"Ideal" 

Pretest 

Mean SD 

115.77 (10 .44) 

125 I 77 (10 .12) 

"Most Other" 85.98(12.00) 

Post test 

Mean SD 

114.57(11.07) 

124 .62(10 .57) 

86 .75(12.06) 

Control 

Pretest 

Mean SD 

117 .06(13 .55) 

127 .09(10 .10) 

Post test 

Mean SD 

120.09(13 .58) 

128.88(10.91) 

89.00(13.99) 92.68(12.56) 



the experimental group. Bo significant change in 

discrepancy scores is expected for the control group. 
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Table 10 contains the data for discrepancy scores and the results 

of this analysis. There were no significant pre- to posttest changes 

in rating disctepancies for either the experimental or control groups. 

The hypothesis of reduced discrepancy between ratings of one's own 

marriage and ratings of the "ideal" marriage and "most other" marriages 

was not supported by the results. 

Tests for the Effects of Level of Pretest Score 

The level of pretest score was expected to be a significant 

variable in the amount of pre- to posttest change as stated in 

Hypothesis 6. 

6. In the experimental group, persons with low 

pretest scores on perception of own spouse and 

marriage will have significantly greater pre-

to posttest change scores than persons with high 

pretest scores. 

Evidence of the relationship between level of pretest scores and 

pre- to posttest change was obtained through correlational analysis. 

For each of the pretest measures, the pretest score of each subject was 

correlated with the pre- to posttest change scores. Table 11 shows the 

results of this analysis for the experimental and control groups. 

The results indicated significant negative correlations between 

level of pretest score and the amount of change from pretest to 

posttest for both the experimental and control groups. Low pretest 
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'!'able 10 

Pretest and Posttest Discrepancy Scores and t Tests for the 

Significance of Differences 

Experimental Control 

Pretest Post test !.. Pretest Post test 1. 

Own-"Ideal" 
Discrepancy -10.00 -10.05 0.03 -10.03 -8.79 0.63 

Own-''Most Other" 
Discrepancy 29.77 27.82 1.18 28.06 27.41 0.29 



Table 11 

Correlation Coefficients for Pretest Scores with Pre- to Posttest 

Change Scores for MSS, DTS, Rl, and DAS 

Pretest Score vs. 
Change Score 

Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS) 

Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) 

Relationship Inventory (RI) 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) 

*Q. > .05 
**Q. > .01 

Experimental 
(n "" 56) 

-0.27* 

-0.49** 

-0.29* 

-0.38** 

Control 
(n -= 34) 

-0.48** 

-0.80** 

-0.60** 

-0.33* 
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scores were associated with greater change scores on each measure of 

perception of spouse and marriage for both groups. 

Other Variables Associated with Change 

Additional variables related to change as a result of a marriage 

enrichment experience were examined by analysis of variance and 

regression analyses to test Hypothesis 7. 

7. Pre- to posttest change will not be significantly 

related to variables of sex, age, number of years 

married, education level, and the number of children. 
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Analysis of variance results have already been reported which 

indicated that sex was not a significant variable in change scores 

resulting from a marriage enrichment course (Table 4). Stepwise 

multiple regression analyses were used to test for the significance of 

the relationship between change scores and the level of pretest scores, 

age, number of years married, education level, and the number of 

children. Level of pretest score was included in the regression 

analysis in order to measure the effect of the other variables after 

the effect of level. of pretest scores bad been taken into account. 

Table 12 shows the results of this analysis for the experimental group. 

On each of the four dependent measures given at pretest and 

posttest, the variable which was identified as having greatest 

influence on change as a result of a marriage enrichment experience was 

the level of pretest score. This variable accounted for as much as 24% 

of the variation in change scores on one measure (the Dyadic Trust 

Scale) and 14, 8, and 7 percent on the other measures. 
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Table 12 

Multiple Regressions of Variables Related to Pre- to Posttest 

Change Scores for MSS, DTS. RI. and DAS 

Variables Multiple R R2 Simple R b Beta 

Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS) (n .. 56) 

Level of Pretest Score .27 .07* -.27 -.35 -.33 
Years Married .31 .10 -.09 -.69 -.39 
Education Level .34 .12 .10 .56 .10 
Age .36 .13 -.04 .41 .21 
Number of Children .36 .13 -.01 .53 .05 

Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) (n -= 56) 

Level of Pretest Score .49 .24* -.49 -.54 -.51 
Education Level .51 .27 .08 .16 .05 
Years Married .52 .27 -.05 -.60 -.53 
Age .54 .29 -.00 .45 .36 
Number of Children .54 .29 -.09 .91 .14 

Relationship Inventory (RI) (n c 56) 

Level of Pretest Score .29 .08* -.29 -.24 -.27 
Number of Children .30 .09 .18 2.63 .30 
Years Married .36 .13 .03 -.53 -.35 
Age .36 .13 .02 .14 .08 

(Education Level was not entered in the equation) 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) (n .. 56) 

Level of Pretest Score .38 .14* -.38 -.36 -.41 
Number of Children .47 .22 -.27 -1.89 -.22 
Years Harried .48 .23 -.19 -.16 -.40 
Age .49 .24 -.14 .60 .34 
Education Level .49 .24 -.04 -.32 -.07 

*Increase in variance explained is significant at .05 level. 
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The influence of the other four variables are also listed in Table 

12 in decreasing order of importance for each of the dependent 

measures. The contribution of these variables to the variation in 

change scores on the dependent measures failed to reach the .05 level 

of significance. These results indicate that after the effect of level 

of pretest had been taken into account, variables of age, number of 

years married, education level, and number of children did not 

contribute significantly to change scores. 

Jiscussion of the Results 

This study was based on an assumption that couples who 

participated in a marriage enrichment course would rate their marriages 

more positively following the course than would control subjects who 

were not in an enrichment course. The results showed that the 

enrichment course did not produce more positive ratings, and there was 

a trend toward more negative evaluations of one's spouse and marriage 

at posttest by the experimental group. In contrast, the control 

subjects tended to rate their spouse and marriage more positively after 

a time interval equivalent to the length of the enrichment course. 

Although there were no differences between the experimental and control 

groups on mean pretest scores, there were significant differences 

between mean posttest scores for the two groups on two of the four 

measures used. On each of the four measures, the posttest scores for 

the control group went up, indicating more positive perceptions while 

the mean posttest scores for the experimental group went down, 

indicating more negative perceptions of one's own spouse and marriage. 
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Giblin (1982) reported that negative effects were observed in 20% 

of the combined posttest and follow-up scores in the 85 studies 

analyzed in his study. Less than 1% (.8%) of these were significantly 

negative. The unexpected results from this study have raised important 

questions about why scores for the experimental group failed to 

increase and tended to be lower following the marriage enrichment 

course and why scores for the control group increased. Several post 

hoc analyses were conducted to help explain these results. 

PoAt Hoc Analyses 

Difference between seminary classes in experimental group. The 

experimental treatment was conducted during two semesters, using 

different leaders for each of the two classes. Because of the 

possibility that these two classes might have yielded different 

results, a post hoc analysis was run to determine whether there were 

significant differences between the two classes in the trend toward 

negative posttest scores. The groups were unequal in size with 48 

subjects in the first group and 8 subjects in the second group. Mean 

change scores and standard devistionR for the four measureR of one's 

own spouse and marriage are contained in Table 13. 

The effect of using two different classes in the experimental 

group was evaluated through analysis of variance procedures. Table 14 

shows the results of this analysis for each of the four measures. 

These results indicated that there were no significant differences in 

pre- to posttest change for the two classes. 

Analysis of follow-up data. An additional post hoc analysis 

involved follow-up data. Four months after the posttest 
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Table 13 

Change Score Means and Standard Deviations (SD) for the 

Experimental Classes 

Class 1 Class 2 
Measure (n • 48) (n c:: 8) 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Marital Satisfaction Scale -3.17 10.07 1.63 14.65 

Dyadic Trust Scale -0.56 7.10 -0.63 5.34 

Relationship Inventory -1.46 9.25 -2.50 9.7 5 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale -1.50 8.89 0.63 12.07 
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Table 14 

Analysis of Variance of Pre- to Posttest Change by Experimental Class 

Mean Significance 
Source df Square f. of f. 

Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSS) 

Main Effects 
Class 1 157.44 1.26 0.25 
Residual 54 116 .01 

Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) 

Main Effects 
Class 1 0.03 0.001 0.98 
Residual 54 47.59 

Re ht ionsh ip Inventory (RI) 

Main Effects 
Class 1 7.44 0.09 0.77 
Residual 54 86.81 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) 

Main Effects 
Class 1 20.96 0.35 0.56 
Residual 54 86.70 
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administration, a follow-up test battery, identical to the posttest, 

was mailed to all subjects in the experimental group. A stamped, 

addressed, return envelope was included with the follow-up measures. 

Data were obtained in this manner from 26 of the 56 subjects in the 

experimental group. Twenty-two subjects from one experimental class 

and four subjects from the second experimental class completed and 

returned the follow-up material. Table 15 shows the mean scores at 

pretest, posttest, and follow-up for the measures of the perception of 

one's own spouse and marriage. 

These results suggested that after the four-month interval between 

posttest and follow-up, the negative trend that was manifest at 

posttest was no longer evident. Mean follow-up scores for the 

experimental subjects who returned the follow-up data were higher than 

posttest mean scores for the entire experimental group and were very 

close to the results obtained at pretest. These shifts in mean scores 

did not reach the .05 level of significance; however, the consistent 

trends give some indication that the variables which produced the lower 

scores at posttest were no longer acting to suppress scores at 

follow-up. 

Effect of extreme cases. The data were examined, after the fact, 

to determine if the negative trends of experimental group scores were 

due to a few extreme cases. A scattergram was made to plot pretest 

against posttest scores. This plotting revealed that there was one 

couple in the experimental group for whom there was a very sharp 

decline in scores between the pretest and posttest measures. Further 

analysis was conducted to determine the extent of the effect of these 
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Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations (SD) at Pretest. Posttest. and 

Follow-up on MSS, DTS. Rl, AND DAS 

Pretest Post test Follow-up 
(n -= 56) (n "" 56) (n • 26) 

Measure Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

MSS 107 .45 10.22 104.96 12.74 107 .15 8.95 

DTS 50.82 6.50 50.25 6.71 51.15 5.53 

RI 67.39 10.46 65.79 9.24 67.50 10.71 

DAS 115.77 10.44 114.57 44.07 114.96 8.18 

MSS - Marital Satisfaction Scale 
DTS - Dyadic Trust Scale 

Rl - Relationship Inventory 
DAS - Dyadic Adjustment Scale 



extreme cases. The analysis revealed that removing these two extreme 

scores did not eliminate the negative trend of the overall results. 

The scattergram also revealed that 8 majority of the posttest scores 

for the experimental group were below pretest scores on all four 

measures. 

Other Possible Explanations for Outcomes 
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Time of posttesting. One possible explanation for the negative 

trends of posttest scores for the experimental group is that the 

posttest was administered during the last class session, immediately 

prior to semester exams. Some evidence for a negative effect due to 

time of posttesting was contained in one of the test protocols in which 

the subject spontaneously wrote on the back page, "One reason my 

ratings are so low is because of the intense pressure I am under at 

this time." 

Satisfaction with one's marriage relationship bas been found to be 

significantly influenced by other aspects of a person's life (Hicks & 

Platt, 1971). In the present study, the end of the semester pressures 

of finishing course requirements and anxiety about impending exams may 

have had a negative influence on ratings of spouse and marriage by 

participants in the marriage enrichment course. 

For control subjects, the posttest was taken after the semester 

was over, during a holiday period when the academic pressures were 

presumably reduced. The administration of the pretest for control 

subjects could not be scheduled as early in the semester 8S for the 

subjects who were enrolled in the marriage enrichment course. As a 
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result, the comparable length of time between pretest and posttest for 

the control group fell after the semester was complete. 

Negative reaction to the enrichment course. A second plausible 

reason for these unexpected results could be that students may have 

reacted negatively to the marriage enrichment course itself. In an 

open-ended written evaluation of the course conducted by the course 

leaders, a few students commented that the course was too demanding, 

that the journal writing required too much time, that the small groups 

were not helpful, and that parts of some class sessions were 

irrelevant. Students who reacted negatively to the course content, 

structure, or work demands, may have extended those negative feelings 

to the posttest ratings. 

Disruptive effects of the marriage enrichment course. An 

additional explanation of these results may be that the experimental 

treatment disrupted old patterns of interaction or habitual ways of 

perceiving one's spouse and marriage relationship. Negative change 

scores have been attributed to this disruption in other studies 

(Giblin. 1982; Shoffner, 1976). Miller et al. (1975) have described 

such a disrupted period as the "Awkward Use" stage, a period of in­

creased awareness of marital issues along with confusion and difficulty 

in interaction with one's spouse. If posttest measures were taken 

prior to the integration or reorganization of new patterns, the 

disruption may have been reflected in negative scores. 

The 14-week duration of this marriage enrichment course might have 

been expected to be long enough for reorganization to occur. However, 

if the course continued to uncover new dimensions of the relationship, 
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integration may not have occurred in one area before another was 

disrupted. This continued process of disruption in many different 

areas of the relationship may have interfered with integration and the 

disruption may have been experienced as cumulative. The question 

raised by this explanation is whether or not the marriage enrichment 

course created continued disruption without opportunity for integration 

or reorganization. Follow-up data obtained from half of the 

experimental group after four months provided some support for this 

explanation. 

Response shift. "Response shift" is another possible explanation 

for the lower scores for the experimental group. This term has been 

applied to an effect which may occur in research studies which use 

self-report instruments (Howard, Schmeck, & Bray, 1979). With 

self-report measures, there is an assumption that the individuals who 

are evaluating themselves have an internalized standard by which they 

rate themselves on a given variable. When the purpose of the 

experimental treatment is to change a subject's awareness or 

understanding of the variable being measured, there may be a different 

reference point at the time of posttest. This change in the internal 

reference point or standard by which the subject rates himself or 

herself has been referred to as a "response shift." 

In the present study, the marriage enrichment course would be 

expected to produce an awareness and understanding about marriage 

relationships that may have led to a higher standard being used by the 

experimental group at posttest. The enrichment course may have taught 

couples that their relationship with their partner could be 
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considerably better. When posttest ratings were made, the couples may 

have rated themselves according to their new reference point. To 

whatever extent a response shift occurred in this study, posttest 

scores of the experimental group would be lowered. Couples may also 

have been more willing to disclose a lower score following the marriage 

enrichment course. 

Effects of pretesting. A possible explanation for the increase in 

scores by the control group is that taking the pretest may have bad an 

effect on posttest scores. Campbell and Stanley (1963) have identified 

pretesting as one of the extraneous variables which potentially cause 

problems in a research design. Exposure to a pretest may have a 

sensitizing effect on all subjects, both experimental and control, 

which may result in increased scores on posttest. In the case of 

experimental subjects, the effects of taking the pretest could even 

interact with the effect1 of the treatment and heighten the treatment 

effects. 

In this study, any pretest effects and treatment effects might 

have been expected to combine, thus heightening positive outcomes for 

couples in the marriage enrichment course. Since positive outcomes did 

not occur for the experiiD~ntal group, any enhanced effects of the 

pretest were apparently offset by oth~r variables which produced lower 

scores at posttest. ~~=the control group, the ~~posure to the pretest 

may have bad a sensitizing effect on subjects in the control group 

which resulted in increased scores on posttest. This sensitizing could 

have produced an awareness of issues and areas of relationship that bad 

been overlooked or taken for granted. Since the control group did not 



have an enrichment course in which they examined these issues more 

deeply, couples may have focused on the positive awareness without 

experiencing any of the potentially disruptive effects of a marriage 

enrichment course. 

Scale limits on instruments. One potential problem in marriage 

enrichment research has been that high levels of pretest scoring may 

not leave sufficient room on the instrument scale for the measurement 

of pre- to posttest gain. Such a ceiling effect may be particularly 

relevant when instruments have been developed primarily for use with 

couples who seek counseling or therapy. 
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Results have already been reported in Table 11 indicating that 

level of pretest score was significantly related to the amount of pre­

to posttest change for the experimental and control groups in this 

study. The issue being considered in this section is whether or not 

the level of pretest scores was a relevant variable in the failure of 

the experimental group to show pre- to posttest score gains. 

Pretest score means obtained by subjects in this study were 

somewhat higher than mean scores reported in other studies using the 

same instruments with non-distressed married couples. Roach (1981) 

reported a mean score of 100.08 (SD c 16.36) for married subjeLts on 

the Marital Satisfaction Scale. In the current study, the mean MSS 

pretest score for the experimental group was 107.45 (SD • 10.22) and 

the control group mean score was 107.65 (SD ~ 11.73). The mean score 

reported by Larzelere and Huston (1980) for the Dyadic Trust Scale was 

48.71 (SD not reported) with couples married 6 months to 20 years. 



79 

Mean pretest DTS scores in this study were 50.82 (SD ~ 6.50) and 50.27 

(SD a 6.52) for the experimental and control groups. 

Powell and Wampler (1982) reported a mean score equivalent to a 

converted score of 66.56 across five studies using the Relationship 

Inventory (SD not reported). In this study, experimental subjects 

obtained a mean score of 67.39 (SD 10.46) and control subjects 

obtained a mean score of 67.27 (SD ~ 11.74). Married couples in the 

original sample for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) 

obtained a mean score of 114.8 (SD = 17.8). On the same instrument, 

married couples in the current study bad mean scores of 115.77 (SD : 

10.~4) and 117.06 (SD 13.56) for the experimental and control groups. 

Although pretest mean scores in this study were higher than 

instrument norms or reports from other studies, there appeared to be 

ample room for some pre- to posttest score increases on most measures. 

The positive change scores obtained by the control group provided 

evidence that posttest scores could increase from pretest levels, 

although the reasons for the control group increases are still unknown. 

The instrument on which there was least room for pretest to 

posttest gain in scores was the Dyadic Trust Scale. On this measure, 

the highest score possible was 56 and the mean scores obtained by the 

experimental and control groups (50.82 and 50.27) were close to this 

ceiling level. In addition, the median pretest score for the 

experimental group was 53.61, leaving little room for gain for the 

upper half of the group. 

For the other instruments, the failure of the experimental 

subjects to show positive gain following a marriage enrichment course 
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does not appear to be due to the high level of their pretest scoring or 

to scale limitations of the instruments. 

Computed Change vs. Self-Report of Change 

There was a positive correlation between the amount of change 

rlirectly reported by subjects on the Relationship Change Scale and the 

amount of change computed from their pre- to posttest ratings. There 

was also evidence that these two sets of change scores may represent 

different aspects of the perception of one's spouse and marriage. When 

change scores were computed using differences in pre- to posttest 

ratings, mean change scores for the experimental group were 

significantly lower than mean scores for the control group. On all 

instruments, mean scores for the experimental group were lower (less 

positive) at posttest than at pretest. However, when subjects were 

asked direct questions about the amount of change which had occurred in 

their relationship during the time period covered by the marriage 

enrichment course, the experimental group reported significantly 

greater (more positive) change than did the control group. 

An examination of the items contained in the scales provides one 

possible explanation for the differences in these scores. The 

questions on the RCS, which asked about the amount of change during the 

past semester, were predominantly questions about the subject's degree 

of understanding, ability, sensitivity, or awareness of various aspects 

of the marriage relationship. Such questions inquired into cognitive 

aspects of the relationship and were probably more closely related to 

the content of the course than were the more general, subjective 

questions about the perceptions or feelings about one's spouse and 



81 

marriage at a given time. The seemingly inconsistent results may 

indicate that participants in the marriage enrichment course felt that 

they had learned more about their spouse and marriage, but they did not 

perceive their spouse and marriage more positively as a result of the 

course. 

Increase in Scores from Posttest to Follow-up 

The increase in mean follow-up scores for the experimental group 

was an unexpected finding. A review of results from previous studies 

revealed no instances of score increases being reported from posttest 

to follow-up. Giblin (1982) reported that of all studies which 

reported follow-up data, scores at follow-up were lower than posttest 

scores, but remained higher than at pretest levels. 

The apparent increase in mean follow-up scores in this study 

should be cautiously interpreted. The trend to more positive scores at 

follow-up appears to give some support to the interpretation that the 

negative trend of scores from pretest to posttest for the experimental 

group may have been due to negative or disruptive effects of the course 

or to the exam-week timing of the posttest. However, because follow-up 

data were only received from 26 of the 56 subjects in the experimental 

group there may have been some bias in the sample. Perhaps only those 

subjects with more positive perceptions of their spouse and marriage 

completed and returned the follow-up data. The higher mean scores at 

follow-up may, therefore, reflect selective subject attrition rather 

than any actual increase. 
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Relationship Between Level of Pretest Score and Change 

One finding of this study was that the level of pretest scores was 

significantly related to the amount of pre- to posttest change for the 

experimental and control groups. Persons with low pretest scores had 

greater pre-post change scores. 

In this study, some ~ubjects scored at or within a few points of 

the maximum score at pretest. On one instrument, a majority of 

subjects scored within three points of the maximum score. There were 

obvious limits to the amount of score increases which were possible for 

subjects who scored at a high level at pretest. For this reason, the 

interpretation of the negative correlation between the level of pretest 

score and the magnitude of change should be ~de cautiously. The 

conclusion that greater gains in marriage enrichment are made by 

couples who are distressed or who are initially more dissatisfied 

(Giblin, 1982) seems unjustified without taking into account the limits 

of possible change for subjects who score high at pretest. 

Analysis of Items 

The analysis of items which had been proposed for this study was 

not appropriate because of the unexpected lack of positive change by 

the experimental group and the unexplained positive change by the 

control group. These results raise some questions about the 

measurement of effects of a marriage enrichment course which must be 

answered before any detailed analysis of items would be appropriate. 

However, for the purpose of further research comparison, the mean 

change scores for each item were computed and ~ tests were run to test 

for significant differences between the experimental and control 



83 

groups. Items on which the change scores differed significantly are 

listed in Appendix E. These items are, of course, limited in value 

unless further research provides confirmation or explanation as to why 

these items changed opposite from the direction expected. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The overall purpose of this research was to study changes in the 

perception of spouse and marriage by couples who participated in a 

marriage enrichment course. There were three major parts of the 
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study: (a) an examination of several instruments used to measure 

perceptions of spouse and marriage for their sensitivity to change as a 

result of a marriage enrichment course, (b) a study of the effect of a 

marriage enrichment course on each participant's perception of his or 

her own marriage, the "ideal" marriage, and "most other" marriages, and 

(c) an examination of other variables to determine their effects on 

changes in the perceptions of spouse and marriage as a result of a 

marriage enrichment course. The marriage enrichment course was a full 

semester (14 weeks) seminary course for couples. At least one member 

of each couple was a student taking the course for credit. 

The sample consisted of 90 subjects (45 couples) in two seminary 

communities. The experimental group was composed of 56 subjects (28 

couples) enrolled in two classes of the marriage enrichment course. 

The control group was 34 subjects (17 couples) from a comparable 

seminary who did not participate in any structured marriage enrichment 

experiences. There were no signficant differences between the 

experimental and control groups on demographic variables such as level 

of education, age, or number of years married. Subjects in both groups 

responded to pre- and posttest measures. 
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The instruments used to measure change as the result of the 

marriage enrichment experience included four pre- to posttest measures 

of the perceptions of one's own spouse and marriage. An additional 

posttest measure was used as a retrospective self-report of the amount 

of change which had occurred during the course. Two other pre- to 

posttest measures were used to assess each person's perceptions of the 

"ideal" and "most other" marriages. 

The study was based on the assumption that significant positive 

changes in perception of spouse and marriage would occur for 

participants in the marriage enrichment course. This assumption was 

based on previous research which suggested that the scope, duration, 

and expected intensity of the enrichment course would provide optimal 

conditions for producing positive pre- to posttest change. 

Analysis of variance techniques were used to test for the 

significance of change scores as a result of the marriage enrichment 

course. Evidence of reduced discrepancies between ratings of one's own 

marriage and the "ideal" and ''most other" marriages was obtained 

through~ tests. Correlational and regression analyses were used to 

determine the effects of other variables on pre- to posttest change 

scores. 

Seven hypotheses were formulated and tested by this research. The 

first two hypotheses stated that there would be no pretest score 

differences between the experimental and control groups, but at 

posttest, the experimental group would have more positive perceptions 

of spouse and marriage (i.e., higher scores) than the control group. 

The results indicated that there were no pretest differences between the 
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two groups. The hypothesis that the subjects who participated in the 

marriage enrichment course would have more positive perceptions of 

spouse and marriage at posttest was not supported. On two of the four 

pre- to posttest measures, posttest scores for the experimental group 

were significantly lower than for the control group. The mean posttest 

scores for the ~xperimental group were lower than the mean pretest 

scores on all four of the measures used. In contrast, mean posttest 

scores for the control group were higher than their mean pretest 

scores, and the mean score on one measure was significantly higher at 

posttest. The only support for the hypothesis of more positive 

posttest ratings for the experimental group was on the self-report 

measure of change given at posttest only. On this measure, 

participants in the marriage enrichment course reported that they had 

experienced significantly more positive change during the time period 

covered by the marriage enrichment course than control group subjects 

reported for a comparable period of time. 

Two additional hypotheses were related to the instruments used to 

measure change resulting from the marriage enrichment course. A 

significant positive correlation was expected between all instruments 

used for pretest and posttest measures. In addition, the self-report 

of change scores obtained at posttest were not expected to differ 

significantly from the computed pre- to posttest change scores on the 

other instruments. The results supported these hypotheses. Signif­

icant positive correlations were found between all pre- to posttest 

instruments at each administration. The change scores computed from 

the difference between scores at pretest and scores at posttest on each 
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instrument were alsosignificantly related to the self-report change 

score obtained at posttest. Although all change scores were 

correlated, there were important differences between the computed 

change scores and the self-reported change scores. As noted earlier, 

computed change scores for the experimental group were negative on all 

four pre- to posttest measures, and experimental group change scores 

were significantly lower than control group scores on two of the 

measures. On self-report of change, however, scores for the experi­

mental group were significantly higher than the control group scores. 

If the expected score increases bad occurred for the experimental 

group, additional analyses were planned to identify specific items 

which discriminated between "high change" and "low change" groups. The 

expected differences as a result of the marriage enrichment course did 

not occur. The unexpected and unexplained pre- to posttest decrease in 

scores for the experimental group and the contrasting increase in 

scores for the control group indicated that the analysis of specific 

items was not appropriate. 

The marriage enrichment course was expected to have an effect on 

ratings of the "ideal" and '~ost other" marriages. The stated 

hypothesis was that there would be reduced discrepancy from pre- to 

posttest between ratings of one's own marriage and the ratings of the 

"ideal" and "most other" marriages. The results showed no chauge in 

discrepancy among any of these ratings. 

The remaining hypotheses examined the influence of other variables 

on change as the result of the marriage enrichment experience. Because 

of the relative homogeneity of the subjects, variables of sex, age, 
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years married, number of children, and educational level were not 

expected to be related to change. The level of pretest scores was 

hypothesized to be significantly related to change scores. The results 

supported these hypotheses. Low pretest scores were associated with 

greater pre- to posttest changes. No significant relationships were 

found between other variables and the amount of change from pre- to 

posttesting. 

Post hoc analyses were conducted to help explain the unexpected 

negative trend of posttest ratings by the experimental groups and the 

contrasting increase in posttest ratings by the control group. There 

were no significant differences between results from the two classes in 

the experimental groups and the negative trend was not due to a few 

extreme cases. Follow-up data obtained four months after posttest for 

approximately half of the experimental group provided some evidence 

that the perceptions of spouse and marriage returned to pretest 

levels. Other plausible explanations included (8) time of posttest, 

(b) negative reactions to the enrichment course, (c) disruptive effects 

of the course, (d) response shift, (e) effects of pretesting, and (f) 

limits of the measurement scales. 

Conclusions 

1. The assumption that a marriage enrichment course for seminary 

students will have an immediate positive effect on participants' 

views of their own marriage bas been brought into serious question. 

2. The seminary situation which provided controls for many variables, 

such as education level and length of marriage, may have contained 
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several other variables that bad not been anticipated, such as the 

pressures of the exam week when posttesting was conducted. 

3. One of the instruments used in this study, the Dyadic Trust Scale, 

appears to have limited use for marriage enrichment research with 

seminary student couples because of the percentage of pretest 

scores which were at or near the maximum score for the instrument. 

4. The proposed identification of items which contribute most to the 

measurement of positive change as a result of a marriage enrichment 

experience should be delayed until major questions (i.e., effect of 

pretesting and academic pressures at the time of posttesting) have 

been addressed. Likewise, further study of the discrepancies 

between ratings of one's own marriage and ratings of comparison 

groups should be delayed. 

5. Self-report through direct questions about the amount of change in 

the relationship across the time period of the marriage enrichment 

course may yield different results than computed pre- to posttest 

change for participants in the enrichment course. Participants in 

a marriage enrichment course may have increased knowledge about 

marriage and marriage enrichment without experiencing the 

enrichment course as improving their own relationship. 

6. Persons who rate their spouse and marriage lower at pretest show 

more change in ratings at posttest, partly because of the limits 

of the instrument scales. 

7. The major results from this study (greater positive change for the 

control group than for the experimental group) were not consistent 
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with results from most other studies and many questions for further 

research have been raised. 

8. The appropriateness of presently available instruments for the 

evaluation of marriage enrichment experiences continues to be 

strongly questioned. 

Recommendationn 

1. Replicate this study. Administrative problems in cne of the 

experimental classes resulted in the loss of many subjects from 

the study. Data from an additional class would permit more 

confidence in the results. 

2. Restructure this study in the following ways: (a) secure written 

evaluations which can be linked by ID number to specific test 

protocols, (b) conduct personal interviews with randomly selected 

participants to gain additional information about the impact of 

tbe enrichment course, (c) control for the possible effect of 

school-related pressures on posttest ratings, (d) randomly assign 

control group subjects to two groups, with one group taking both 

pretest and posttest and the other group taking only the posttest, 

(e) administer the test battery part way through the marriage 

enrichment course for both the experimental and control groups, 

and (f) remove the Dyadic Test Scale and the scales for rating the 

"ideal" and "most other" marriages from the test battery. 

3. Using the shortened test battery, conduct research with other 

seminary marriage enrichment courses which use different content, 

structure, and experiential emphasis. 



4. Use follow-up studies to assess the long-term effects of the 

marriage enrichment experience. 
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5. Continue work on the development of new evaluation procedures and 

measures specifically for use with marriage enrichment programs 

and populations. Currently used instruments, typically developed 

for use with distressed couples, have continued to yield 

inconclusive results. New approaches and measures appropriate for 

evaluating the outcomes of marriage enrichment experiences are 

urgently needed. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Anderson, S. A., Russell, C. s., & Schumm, W. R. (1983). Perceived 
marital quality and family life-cycle categories: A further 
analysis. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45, 127-139. 

Azrin, N.H., Naster, B. J., & Jones, R. (1973). Reciprocity 
counseling: A rapid learning-based procedure for marital 
counseling. Behavior Research and Therapy, 1!, 365-382. 

Barrett-Lennard, G. T. (1962). Dimensions of therapist response 
as causal factors in therapeutic change. Psychological 
Monographs, Zi (Whole No. 562). 

Beck, D. F. (1976). Research findings on the outcomes of marital 
counseling. In D. H. L. Olson (Ed.), Treating relationships 
(pp. 433-473). Lake Mills, IA: Graphic. 

Bernard, J. (1972). The future of marriage. New York: World. 

Bienvenu, M. J. (1971). An interpersonal communication inventory. 
The Journal of Communication, 11, 381-387. 

Blood, R. 0., Jr., & Wolfe, D. M. (1960). Husbands and wives: The 
dynamics of married living. New York: Free Press. 

92 

Brock, G. W., & Joanning, H. (1983). A comparison of the relationship 
enhancement program and the Minnesota couple communication 
program. Journal of Marital and Family TheLapy, 1, 413-421. 

Brunworth, B. J. (1983). The efficacy of a marriage enrichment 
weekend only versus a marriage enrichment plus follow-up 
support. (Doctoral dissertation, The University of Nebraska, 
1982). Dissertation Abstracts International, 43, 2802A. 

Campbell, D., & Stanley, J. (1966). Experimental and quasi­
experimental designs for research. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Collins, J.D. (1977). Experimental evaluation of a six-month 
conjugal therapy and relationship enhancement program. In 
B. G. Guerney, Relationship enhancement (pp. 192-226). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Condie, S. J., & Doan, B. T. (1978). Cost profit and marital 
satisfaction through the family life cycle. Journal of 
Comparative Family Studies, 1, 257-267. 



Corsini, R. J. (1956). Multiple predictors of marital happiness. 
Marriage and Family Living, ~. 240-242. 

Davis, E. C., Hovestadt, A. J., Piercy, F. P., & Cochra~. S. W. 
(1982). Effects of weekend and weekly marriage enrichment 
program formats. Family Relations,~. 85-90. 

Deutscher, I. (1964). The quality of postparental life. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 26, 52-59. 

Doherty, W. J., & Lester, M. E. (1982). Casualties of marriage 
encounter weekends. Family Therapy News. 11, 9. 

Doherty, W. J., McCabe, P., & Ryder, R. G. (1978). Marrisge 
encounter: A critical appraisal. Journal of Marriage and 
Family Counseling, !(4), 99-107. 

Ely, A. L., Guerney, B. G., & Stover, L. 
training phase of conjugal therapy. 
Research and Practice,~. 201-207. 

(1973). Efficacy of the 
Psychotherapy: Theory, 

Epstein, N., & Jackson, E. (1978). An outcome study of short-term 
communication tra1n1ng with marital therapy outcomes. Journal 
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 207-212. 

93 

Faulk, R. E. (1981). The effects of a two-weekend marital enrichment 
program on self-disclosure and marital adjustment. (Doctoral 
dissertation, United States International University, 1981). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 42, 3398B-3399B. 

Garland, D. R. (1983). Working with couples for marriage enrichment. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Giblin, P.R. (1982). Meta-analysis of premarital, marital, and 
family enrichment research. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Purdue University, Lafayette. 

Giblin, P.R. (1983). Meta-analysis of premarital, marital, and 
family enrichment research. Unpublished manuscript. 

Guerney, B. G., Jr. (1977). Relationship enhancement. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Gurman, A. S. (1977). The patient's perception of the therapeutic 
relationship. In A. S. Gurman & A.M. Razin (Eds.), Effective 
psychotherapy: A handbook of research. New York: Pergamon. 

Gurman, A. S., & Kniskern, D. P. 
marital enrichment programs. 
Counseling, ~(2), 3-9. 

(1977). Enriching research on 
Journal of Marriage and Family 



Hart, S.D. (1979). Effects of the !mig marital enrichment 
process upon marital communication, dyadic adjustment, and 
quality of the marital enrichment: A field experiment. 
(Doctoral dissertation, University of Denver, 1979). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 39, 6970. 

94 

Hawley, R. (1980). The Marriage Encounter experience and its effects 
on self perception, mate perception, and marital adjustment. 
(Doctoral dissertation, University of Nebraska, 1979). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 40, 5791A. 

Hicks, M., & Platt, M. (1971). Marital happiness and stability: 
A review of research in the sixties. In C. Broderick (Ed.), 
A decade of family research and action: 1960-1969. 
Minneapolis: National Council on Family Relations. 

Hill, C. T., Rubin, Z., Peplau, L.A., & Willard, S. G. (1979). 
The volunteer couple: Sex differences, couple commitment, 
and participation in research on interpersonal relationships. 
Social Psychology Quarterly, 42, 415-420. 

Hof, L., Epstein, N., & Miller, W. R. (1980). Integrating 
attitudinal and behavioral change in marital enrichment. 
Family Relations, 29, 241-248. 

Hof, L., & Miller, W. R. 
process, and program. 

(1981). Marriage enrichment: 
Bowie, MD: Brady. 

Philosophy, 

Homans, G. C. (1974). Social behavior: Its elementary forms (rev. 
ed.). New York: Harcourt, Brace & World. 

Howard, G. S., Schmeck, R. R., & Bray, J. B. (1979). Internal 
invalidity in studies employing self-report instruments: A 
suggested remedy. Journal of Educational Measurement,~. 
129-135. 

Kilmann, P.R., Moreault, D., & Robinson, E. A. (1978). Effects 
of a marriage enrichment program: An outcome study. Journal 
of Sex & Marital Therapy, !(1), 54-57. 

LaForge, R., & Suczek, R. F. (1955). The interpersonal dimension 
of personality: III. An interpersonal check list. Journal 
of Personality, 24, 94-112. 

Larsen, G. R. (1974). An evaluation of the Minnesota couple 
communications program's influence on marital communication 
and self and mate perceptions. (Doctoral dissertation, Arizona 
State University, 1974). Dissertation Abstracts International, 
35, 2627A. 

Larzelere, R. E., & Huston, T. L. (1980). Dyadic trust scale. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42, 595-604. 



LeMasters, E. E. (1957). Parenthood as crisis. Marriage and 
Family Living, !9_, 352-355. 

Lewis, R. A., & Spanier, G. B. (1979). Theorizing about the 
quality and stability of marriage. In W. R. Burr, R. Hill, E. 
I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss (Eds.), Contemporary theories about the 
family (Vol. 1, 268-294). New York: Free Press. 

Locke, H. J., & Wallace, K. M. (1959). Short, marital-adjustment 
and prediction tests: Their reliability and validity. 
Marriage and Family Living, Z!, 251-255. 

Mace, D. R. (1975). Marriage enrichment concepts for research. 
The Family Coordinator, 24, 171-173. 

Mace, D. R. (1982). Close companions: The marriage enrichment 
handbook. New York: Continuum. 

Mace, D. R. (1983). The marriage enrichment movement. In D. R. 
Mace (Ed.), Prevention in family services (pp. 98-109). 
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Mace, D. R., & Mace, V. (1976). Marriage enrichment--A preventive 
group approach for couples. In D. H. L. Olson (Ed.), 
Treating relationships (pp. 321-336). Lake Mills, IA: Graphic. 

Miller, S., Nunnally, E. W., & Wackman, D. B. (1975). Alive and 
~· Minneapolis: Interpersonal Communication Programs. 

Navran, L. (1967). Communication and adjustment in marriage. 
Family Process, ~. 173-184. 

Nelson, R. C., & Friest, W. P. (1980). Marriage enrichment through 
choice awareness. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy,~. 
399-407. 

Nie, N.H., Hull, C. B., Jenkins, 3. G., Steinbrenner, K., & Bent, 
D. B. (1976). SPSS--Statistical package for the social 
sciences (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Bill. 

Nye, F. I. (1979). Choice, exchange, and the family. In W. R. 
Burr, R. Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss (Eds.), Contemporary 
theories about the family (Vol. 2, pp. 1-41). New York: Free 
Press. 

Olson, D. H., Russell, C. S., & Sprenkle, D. H. (1980). Marital 
and family therapy: A decade review. Journal of Marriage and 
the Family, 42, 973-993. 

Olson, D. B. L., & Sprenkle, D. H. (1976). Emerging trends in 
treating relationships. Journal of Marriage and Family 
Counseling, £, 317-329. 

95 



Orthner, D. K., & Bowen, G. L. (1983). Attitudes toward family 
enrichment and support programs among Air Force families. 
Family Relations, ~. 415-424. 

96 

Otto,H.A. (1976). 
and programs. 

Marriage and family enrichment: New perspectives 
Nashville, TN: Abingdon. 

Pineo, P. C. (1961). Disenchantment in the later years of marriage. 
Marriage and Family Living, 23, 3-11. 

Powell, G. S., & Wampler, K. S. (1982). Marriage enrichment 
participants: Levels of marital satisfaction. Family Relations, 
~. 389-393. 

Powers, J. R. (1981). Marriage encounter and the caring relationship 
inventory: An evaluation study. (Doctoral dissertation, Saint 
Louis University, 1981). Dissertation Abstracts International, 
42, 4206B. 

Rhyne, D. (1981). Bases of marital satisfaction among men and women. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42, 941-955. 

Roach, A. J. (1981). The marital satisfaction scale--Form B: A 
measure for intervention research. Paper presented at the 
39th annual conference of the American Association for 
Marriage and Family Therapy, San Diego, CA. 

Roach, A. J., Frazier, L. P., & Bowden, S. R. (1981). The 
marital satisfaction scale: Development of a measure for 
intervention research. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 
537-546. 

Rollins, B. C., & Cannon, K. L. (1974). Marital satisfaction over 
the family life cycle: A reevaluation. Journal of Marriage 
and the Family, 36, 271-282. 

Rollins, B. C., & Feldman, H. (1970). Marital satisfaction over 
the life cycle. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 32, 20-28. 

Rupel, L. W. (1983). The relationship of location to the 
effectiveness of marriage enrichment retreats and workshops. 
(Doctoral dissertation, University of the Pacific, 1983). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 44, 1737A. 

Ryder, R. G. (1973). Longitudinal data relating marriage satisfaction 
to having a child. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 35, 
604-606. 



Sabatelli, R. M. (1983). The marital comparison level index: A 
social exchange measure of marital satisfaction. Unpublished 
manuscript, University of Connecticut, Human Development and 
Family Relations, Storrs, CT. 

97 

Scanzoni, J. (1979). Social exchange and behavioral interdependence. 
InT. L. Huston & R. L. Burgess (Eds.), Social exchange in 
developing relationships (pp. 61-98). New York: Academic Press. 

Sharpley, C. F., & Cross, D. G. (1982). A psychometric evaluation 
of the Spanier Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Journal of Marriage 
and the Family, 44, 739-741. 

Shoffner, S.M. (1976). Use of videotape learning packages: A 
marital enrichment field experiment with two delivery systems. 
(Doctoral dissertation, University of North Carolina at 
Greensboro, 1976). Dissertation Abstracts International, 38, 
BOOlA. 

Shostrom, E. L. (1975). Caring relationship inventory. San Diego, 
CA: Educational and Industrial Testing Service. 

Shutz, W. C. (1958). FIRO. A three dimensional theory of 
interpersonal behavior. New York: Rinehart. 

Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New Scales 
for assessing the quality of marriage and similar dyads. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38, 15-28. 

Spanier, G. B., & Lewis, R. A. (1980). Marital quality: A review 
of the seventies. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42(4), 
96-110. 

Spanier, G. B., & Thompson, L. (1982). A confirmatory analysis of 
the dyadic adjustment scale. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
44, 731-738. 

Strickland, J. B. (1982). The effects of two marriage enrichment 
retreat models on marital satisfaction. (Doctoral Dissertation, 
Texas Tech University, 1981). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 42, 4305A. 

Swicegood, M. L. (1974). An evaluative study of one approach to 
marriage enrichment. (Doctoral dissertation, University of 
North Carolina st Greensboro, 1974). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 35, 1780B. 

Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, B. B. (1959). The social psychology of 
groups. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 



Travis, R. P., & Travis, P. Y. (1976). A note on changes in the 
caring relationship following a marriage enrichment program 
and some preliminary findings. Journal of Marriage and 
Family Counseling, 1(1), 81-83. 

Vincent, C. E. (1973). Sexual and marital health. New York: 
McGraw Hill. 

Waldron, R., & Routh, D. K. (1981). The effect of the first child 
on the marital relationship. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family, 43, 785-788. 

Wampler, K. S., & Sprenkle, D. H. (1980). The Minnesota couple 
communication program: A follow-up study. Journal of Marriage 
and the Family, 42, 577-584. 

Wampler, K. S., & Powell, G. S. (1982). The Barrett-Lennard 
relationship inventory as a measure of marital satisfaction. 
Family Relations, Jl, 139-145. 

Wills, T. A., Weiss, R. L., & Patterson, G. R. (1974). A behavioral 
analysis of the determinants of marital satisfaction. Journal 
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42, 802-811. 

Yalom, I. D. (1975). The theory and practice of group psychotherapy 
(2nd ed.). New York: Basic Books. 

98 



99 

APPENDU A 

INFORMATION SHEETS 



Information Sheet - Experimental Group* 

REQUEST FOR HELP Dl .l IWU!l.lGE ENRICHMENT RESEARCH PROJECT 

(Thia research project 1a being conducted by Sarah Catron ae part of the 
requireaents for a doctoral dissertation at tbe University of Horth Carolina, 
Greensboro, NC. Sarah 1a the Executive Director of the .lasociation of Couples 
tor Marriage Enrichment (.lCKE) and this research is pert of a larger program 
to help develop and implement progrlliiiS to improve the quality of marriages.) 

Pyrpppc; gf the rc3oarch: 
1. To study current perceptions of spouse and lllllrriage. 

2. To evaluate various •easurement scales to gain more lcnowledge about 
which instruments are ~PP~upriate for measuring these perceptions. 

jbat 1!5 needed: 
Harried couples at Southern Seminary interested in helping with this research. 

Requirements: 
1. Willingness on the part of both husband and wife to participate in 

the study. 
2. Complete forms at two different times. The scales used in this study 

are published scales which have been used many times in work with married 
couples. Items in the scale ask questions about aspects of your personal 
relationship with your spouse and your perception or other marriage 
relationships. 

3. Approximately one-half hour is needed to compete the forms each time. 

Confidentialii:.y: A.n :O:D nwaucr· wlll L>e w...U on all tur·lil<> "" that yvuf· i'l&llc 
will not appear on any of the forms you complete. Names of participants in 
the study will be kept in a secure place with access limited to the director 
of the research. Identifying data will be destroyed as soon as you have 
completed and returned all forms. 

What's in it for you? 
1. An interesting experience. Couples who have participated in tte past have 
reported that they enjoyed filling out the forms and reflecting ~- Lheir 
marriage relationship. 
2. .l summary of the overall results of the study will be sent to you. 
3. You will be contributing to research designed to strengthen marriage 
relationships. 

More information may be obtained from: 
Sarah S. Catron, 139 Rosedale Circle, Winston-Salem, NC 27106 

Telephone: (919) 748-0530 (home); or (919) 724-1526 

Participation in this study is voluntary and subjects may withdraw from the 
atudy at any time without penalty. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 
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Information Sheet - Control Group* 

REQUEST FOR HELP lN 1 MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT RESEARCH PROJECT 

(This research project is being conducted by Sarah Catron as part or the 
requirements for a doctoral dissertation at tbe University of North Carolina, 
Greensboro, NC. Sarah 1s tbe Executive Director of the Association of Couples 
tor Marriage Enrichment (AQIE) and this research is part of a larger program 
to help develo.- and i.llplement prograas to improve tbe quality or aarriages.) 

Pyrpo§O§ gr the rcsO'rqh: 
1. To study current perceptions or spouse and aarriage. 

2. To evaluate various measurement scales to gain more knowledge about 
which instruments are appropriate for measuring these perceptions. 

What is needed: 
Harried couples at Southeastern Seminary interested in helping with this 
research. 

Requirements: 
1. Willingness on the part of both husband and wife to participate in 

the study. 
2. Complete forms at two different times. The scales used in this study 

are published scales which have been used many times in work with married 
couples. Items in the scale ask questions about aspects of your personal 
relationship with your spouse and your perception of other marriage 
relationships. 

3. Approximately one-half hour is needed to compete the forms each time. 
4. The forms will be mailed to you with a stamped, self-addressed 

envelope for your use in returning the material. The forms should be 
completed and returned within 10 days after you receive them. 

Confidentiality: An ID number will be used on all forms so that your r~c 
will not appear on any or the forms you complete. Names or participants in 
the study will be kept in a secure place with access limited to the director 
or the research. Identifying data will be destroyed as soon as you have 
completed and returned all forms. 

What's in it for you? 
1. An interesting experience. Couples who have participated in the past have 
reported that they enjoyed filling out the forms and reflecting on their 
marriage relationship. 
2. A summary or the overall results or the study will be sent to you. 
3. You will be contributing to research designed to strengthen marriage 
relativ;"'~hi~~. 
4. A one-year membership in ACHE which includes tbe monthly new~letter, 
MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT. 

Next steps for you: 
If you are married and have interest in participating in this project: 

1. Take one or the post cards. 
2. Talk vitb your spouse about participat.ill6• 
3. If BOTH or you are willing to participate, fill out the 

card and drop it in the mailbox as soon as possible. 

Hore inforwation aay be obtained fro.: 
Sarah s. Catron, 139 Rosedale Circle, Winston-Salem, NC 27106 

Telephone: (919) 748-0530 (home); or (919) 724-1526 

Participation in this study is voluntary and subjects may withdraw from the 
study at any time without penalty. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 



Return Card - Control Group 

We would like to participate in the Marriage 
Enrichment Research Project. 

Wife's name 

Rusband'a name 

Address to which materials should be mailed: 

Telephone number ( ___ ) 
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APPENDIX B 

SYLLABUS OF THE MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT COURSE 
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SYLLABUS 

Course: Marriage and Family Enrichment 3516 

Time: Tuesday evenings 7:00-9:55 

I. A. To participate in a clinical study of marriage and marriage 
enrichment by examining, understanding, and enriching the 
marital relationship of class participants. 

B. To learn what the human sciences (psychology, sociology) 
and the human potential movement have discovered about 
marriage and marriage enrichment and to evaluate these 
perceptions from a theological point of view. 

C. To study Biblical/theological perspectives on marriage and 
develop a theology of marriage enrichment as a ministry of 
the church. 

D. To develop methods of marriage enrichment suitable to 
ministry in the local church. 

II. A. Participate in class exercises and discussions 

B. Read the following textbooks (follow this order and class 
schedule) 

1) Talking Together, Miller, Nunnally, and Wackman 
2) Clergy Marriage, Maces 
3) Equality and Submission in Marriage, Howell 
4) The Gift of Sex, Penners 

C. Keep a Marriage Enrichment Journal (SO% of grade) (due by 
Friday, December 3) 

D. Write a paper on "Theology and Marriage" (25% of grade) due 
Tuesday, October 26) 

E. Plan a marriage enrichment event for a church (25% of 
grade) (due Tuesday, December 7) 

III. MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT JOURNAL 

An important aspect of marriage enrichment events is to 
capture the knowledge and insight discovered in the process. 
What is learned during this time can be a meaningful guide to 
living and intentional marriage in the future. Toward this end 
each couple will keep a ~arriage Enrichment Journal" in which 
to record: 
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1. Response to Texts 
As you read the texts record both your thinking and feeling 

responses. What new understandings and insights does it 
provide about you, your spouse, the relationship? What are you 
learning about your marriage? What does the book invite you to 
change or develop? What new ideas about marriage do you have 
from the point of view of your Christian faith? 

2. Response to Class Exercises 
Each class period will include various exercises and 

assignments which will focus attention on specific aspects of 
your marriage. Often these exercises require written notes. 
Include these notes, plus reflections on what you learned, in 
your journal. 

3. Reflections 
As the two of you assess and enrich your marriage, record 

important discoveries about strengths, weaknesses, joys, 
patterns of relating, personality differences, etc. Also make 
note of particular steps you take to enrich your marriage 
(decisions, changes, experiments, covenants, etc.). 

NOTE: Each partner is expected to contribute equally to each 
section of the journal. We will periodically give specific 
instructions about your work in the journal. 

Only the instructors (Judy and Andy Lester) will read your 
journal. The content will remain privileged information 
between the two of you and the two of us. The journal will, of 
course, be returned to you for your future use. Remember--we 
will not be evaluating your marriage, only bow seriously and 
carefully you study it! 

IV. PAPER ON THEOLOGY AND MARRIAGE 

Choosing from the topics below, write a paper which 
explores the relationship of your Biblical/theological beliefs 
to marriage. Choose a subject that would be most relevant to 
your marriage so you can profit from your study. If a 
particular area of concern in your marriage is n0t covered by 
these suggested topics talk with us about shaping your paper 
which would address your personal needs. 

Thia paper should be typed, footnoted (in the body of the 
paper, not at the back), with bibliography. It should be no 
longer than seven (7) pages. Please give us (2) copies. We 
will return one with comments. 
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(1) Theology and Money - Discuss a theology of stewardship and 
its potential impact on the use of money in marriage. What 
are the problems of handling money in your marriage? What 
money management techniques would help couples handle money 
more responsibly? 

(2) Theology and Sex - Discuss a theology of sexuality which 
explains the meaning and purpose of sexuality. What is the 
place of sex in Christian marriage? What Christian 
principles can guide creative sexual encounters? 

(3) Theology of Marriage - Why did God create a bi-sexual 
world? What does marriage mean in the structure of God's 
creation? What does God want us to experience in marriage? 

(4) Theology and Relationship - How do Christian doctrines of 
personhood effect how husbands and wives relate? What does 
the doctrine of human freedom have to say about authority 
in marriage? What does it say about roles and 
responsibility? What does our Christian idea of community 
say about need-meeting in marriage? 

(5) Theology and Marriage Enrichment - What Biblical/ 
theological principles contribute to your idea that 
marriage enrichment should be a ministry of the church? 

(6) Theology and Anger/Conflict - What Christian principles can 
help couples deal with anger/conflict in marriage? 

{7) Theology and Communication - What Christian doctrines 
(revelation and "word") or principles guide us in 
understanding the place of communication in marriage? Is 
there a Christian ethic about communication? 

(8) Theology and Parenting - What Christian principles can aid 
parents in the process of relating creatively to children? 

V. PLANNING A MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT EVENT FOR YOUR CHURCH 

Write a paper describing a marriage enrichment event 
(class, retreat, workshop, seminar, group, etc.) which you, as 
a couple, could do in a local church, perhaps your present 
place of ministry. If you are not presently in a place of 
ministry, fantasize about one in the future and plan an event 
for this imaginary (but realistic) situation. 



Include the following in your plans: 
a) Describe briefly the church and your professional role o~ 

position. 
b) How would you set up the event? (when, where, with whom, 

for how long, etc.) 
c) What would be your goals and objectives? 
d) What would you do? Describe what you would do in each 

session and how you would do it. Describe content and 
methodology. 

e) How would you go about evaluating the event? 

107 

The paper should be typed and footnoted. Put references in the 
body of the paper not at the end. Use up to ten pages as 
needed. Do not use the content of this class as a model! Use 
the Bibliography. Submit only one copy. 

CLASS SCHEDULE 

August 31 Introduction 

September 7 Affirmation/Communication -Read Talking Together, 
Introduction, Chapters 1 & 2 

September 14 Communication/Needs - Read Talking Together, 
Chapters 3 & 4 

September 21 Need-Meeting/Negotiation -Read Equality and Submission 
Chapters 1-3 

September 28 Interpret Myers-Briggs - Read Equality and Submission, 
Chapter 4 

October 5 Anger/Conflict -Read Equality and Submission, 
Chapters 5 & 6 

October 12 Anger/Conflict - Read Xeroxed Mace Article 

October 19 Miscellaneous -Read The Gift of Sex, pp. 17-102 

October 26 Sexuality- Read The Gift of Sex, pp. 103-254 

November 2 Sexu&!ity- Read The Gift of Sex, pp. 255-344 

November 9 Miscellaneous - Read Clergy Marriage 

November 16 Spirituality - Read Clergy Marriage 

November 30 Miscellaneous 

December 7 Dinner, Evaluation, and Worship 
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APPENDIX C 

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 
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Section 1 - General Information Sheet* 

Identification Number 

Male 

Female 

General Information: 

Age 

Number of years you have been married 

Number of times you have been married 

Number of children Ages of children 

Number of years completed in school (c ire le one) 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19+ 

Describe your main occupation --------------------------------------------

Have you ever participated in a marriage enrichment event? Yes 

No 

If yes, what type of event was it? Weekend retreat 

One day -----------------------

One evening 

Series of sessions 

Other (describe) 

Who sponsored the event? 

Approximately how many couples attended the event? 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 



110 

Section 2 - Marital Satisfaction Scale* 

The following statements concern your current feelings, beliefs, 
or attitudes toward your present marriage. There are no right or wrong 
responses to these statements. The answer that best describes you, 
your spouse, or your marital relationship as it is right now is the 
desired response. 

There are 24 items in this inventory. For each statement, a 
five-point scale is provided for indicating your response. 

The response symbols and their meanings are: 
SD Strongly disagree (not true) 

D - Disagree (probably not true) 
N - Neutral (undecided, cannot say) 
A - Agree (probably true) 

SA - Strongly agree (true) 

Circle 
statement. 
statement. 
the Neutral 

the appropriate symbol to indicate your response to each 
Work rapidly without spending too much time on any one 
It is important that you respond to each statement. Use 
(N) response as little as possible. 

1. I regard my marriage as s success. 

2. I worry a lot about my marriage. 

3. If I were to start over again, I would marry 
someone other than my present spouse. 

4. I feel competent and able to handle my 
marriage. 

5. My marriage is too confining to suit me. 

6. I feel that I am "in a rut" in my marriage. 

7. I know where I stand with my spouse. 

8. My marriage bas a bad effect on my health. 

9. I get discouraged trying to make my marriage 
work out. 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

10. My marital situation is pleasant enough for me. SD 

ll. n, waL~ia&t &iv~ we WVLC ~~ol ~crovual 
satisfaction than anything else I do. SIJ 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 

D N A 

D N A 

D N A 

D N A 

D N A 

D N A 

n N A 

D N A 

D N A 

D N A 

lJ A 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 



12. My marriage is becoming more and more 
difficult for me. SD 

13. I become badly flustered and jittery when 
my spouse does certain things. SD 

14. I get along well with my spouse. SD 

15. I must look outside my marriage for those things 
that make my life worthwhile and interesting. SD 

16. The future of my marriage looks promising 
to me. 

17. I am really interested in my spouse. 

18. Lately, I wish I bad not married my present 
spouse. 

19. My marriage helps me toward the goals I have 
set for myself. 

20. My spouse is willing to work at improving our 
relationship. 

21. My spouse lacks respect for me. 

22. I have definite difficulty confiding in my 
spouse. 

23. My spouse usually understands the way I feel. 

24. I am definitely satisfied with my marriage. 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

111 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 

D N A SA 



Section 3 - Dyadic Trust Scale* 

1. 

2. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

8. 

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each or the 
tollowing items: 

4-1 
c:: 4-1 

4-1 CIJ c:: c:: 8 CIJ 
CIJ CIJ 4-1 8 
8 QJ c:: QJ 
CIJ 

~ 
QJ CIJ 

CIJ 8 ~ 
~ 

CIJ 
QJ co 

< CIJ ~ 
II) 

~ 
4-1 .-I ~ 
co < co Q 
~ ~ 

0 CIJ ~ 4-1 ~ ~ "1:1 =' 4-1 ~ 0 CIJ 0 
CJ) CJ) z CJ) 

Hy partner is primarily interested in 
his/her own welfare. 

There are times when my partner cannot 
be trusted. 

My partner is perfectly honest and 
truthful with me. 

I feel that I can trust my partner 
completely. 

My partner is truly ainoere in his/her 
promises. 

I feel that my partner does not show me 
enough consideration. 

Hy partner treats me fairly and justly. 

I feel that my partner can be counted on 
to help me. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 

112 

c:: 
CIJ 4-1 
E c:: 
CIJ CIJ 
CIJ 8 

tl CIJ 
CIJ 

co ~ Cl) 
~ I'll 
Q II) 

~ 
CIJ Q 
4-1 
co ~ ~ 
CIJ 0 

"'0 ~ 
0 4-1 

;1: Cl) 
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Section 4 - Relationship Inventory (Empathy Scale)* 

Listed below are a variety of ways that one person may feel or behave 
toward another. Consider each statement with reference to your present 
relationship with your partner. 

Mark each statement in the left margin, according to bow strongly you 
feel that it is true or not true in this relationship. Please mark 
every statement. 

Write in +3, +2, +1, or -1, -2, or -3 to stand for the following 
answers: 

+3: 
+2: 
+1: 

-1: 

-2: 
-3: 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
__ 10. 

__ 11. 

__ 12. 

__ 13. 

__ 14. 
__ 15. 

__ 16. 

Yes, I strongly feel that it is true. 
Yes, I feel that it is true. 
Yes, I feel that it is probably true, or more true than 
untrue. 
No, I feel that it is probably untrue, or more untrue than 
true. 
No, I feel it is not true. 
No, I strongly feel that it is not true. 

My partner wants to understand how I see things. 
My partner may understand my words but he/she does not see 
the way I feel. 
My partner nearly always knows exactly what I mean. 
My partner looks at what I do from his/her own viewpoint. 
My partner usually senses or realizes what I am feeling. 
My partner's own attitude toward some of the things I do or 
say prevents bim/ber from understanding me. 
Sometimes my partner thinks that ~feel a certain way, 
because that is the way be/she feels. 
My partner realizes what I mean even when I have difficulty 
in saying it. 
My partner usually understand the whole of what I mean. 
My partner just takes no notice of some things that I think 
or feel. 
My partner appreciates exactly how the things I experience 
fee 1 to me • 
At times, my partner thinks that I feel a lot more strongly 
about a particular thing than I really do. 
My partner does not realize bow sensitive I am about some of 
the things we discuss. 
My partner understands me. 
My partner's response to me is usually so fixed and automatic 
that I don't really get through to him/her. 
When I am burt or upset, my partner can recognize my feelings 
exactly, without becoming upset himself. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 



Section 5 - Dyadic Adjustment Scale* 

Kon peraou have .U.aJ[T-DU 1'11 cbeir ralat1011abipa. PlUM 1'11dicate bel.Dv the epproxiaate 
axte'llt of aJ[Tee.eDt or cliaa&r-nt becveen rou and your partoar for aaeb 1ua oo tba folloving 
liat. 

-
I ~·t 
Alvaya J:!7aya ! Agree ree 

Occa- I rre- I .U.On .i Alway 
aioD&l.ly quantly • Alvayo Dis-
Diaa_11ree D1oagree' Dioagree agree 

1. Handling family financ: .. I 
2. Mattera of rec:raat1on I I i 

i I 
3. h11gioua -ttera I 

4. DeiiCna tra tiona of affeet1on I i 

i 
I 

5. Friends 

6. Sex relat1o1111 I 
7. Correc:t or orooer behavior 

I 
I 

8. Philosot>hv of life 
I 

9. Ways of dealing vith pareDU or other in-laws i 
10. .tims 1 goals 1 and thins• be11aved :!:5E;ortant ! I I I 

I : I 
11. Amount of t~ apent tojlether I 

Kak.ing major decioio1111 ' i 
I : 

12. I I 

I I ' 
13. Houaeho1d taaks I l 
14. Leisure tble intereau and activities 

15. Career decieioM I 
l Ko I ~e at I re I I 

Rarely l Never 
f the often 

1 

Oc:c:a-
tilll! tiJM! than not oionall v 

! 

I 
16. llov often do you dacuaa or bava you c:O'IIaidarer 

divorce. aeparation., or urwinatins your 
relationahio7 

17. How often do you or your -t• laave the i houoe after a f1aht1 
I 

I 18. In seneral, bov often do you think that thingo
1 

between you and your partner are Jtoing vell7 I I 

19. Do you confide in rour .. te7 I 
20. Do YOu ever raJ[Tet tbat~~ou -rried7 I I 
21. !low often do you and your partner quarrel? I I 

I I l 22. How often do you and your .. te "let on each 
I other'• nerves?" i 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 
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Oecuionally l&raly Never 

24. Do you and your uta eqaaa in outaide intenau toaethcrT (c:ircle one) 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

Moat of thea So• of th""' Vary fw of them !lone of them 

llow often would you aay tbe folloving events occur between you and your -te? 

Leaa than Once or Once or 
once a twice a twice Once More 

llever month wonth a week a dav often 

Have a atiiiUlati"" axcha""e of ideaa .l 
Lau~th toRether. 

Calmli diacuaa eo-thins. 

Work together on a project. 

These are aoM thingo about which couples eo•ti-• agree and IOMtimea disagree. Indicate 
if either item below cauaed differences of opini.ons or were proble.s in your relationship 
during the put few -ella. (Check yea or no) 

29. Bein& too Urad for aex Yea No 

30. Not ahovin& love Yea No 

31. The do to on the follovina line repreaent different deareao of happi,..a in your relationship. 
The aiddle point, ''happy," repreoento the desree of happineaa of .,It relationahipa. Please 
circle the dot which but d .. cribea the d&sree of happineoa, all thin&a considered, of your 
relationship. 

!xtrellll!ly 
Unhappy 

Fairly 
.J!!!,haPPY 

A Little 
£!!happy 

Happy Vary 
Happy 

Extremely 
Happy 

32. Which of the foll.ovina atat-nta beat deacribaa hov you hal about the future of your 
relationship? (Cleek one) 

I vant daoperataly for 1IY nlatianahip to succeed, and would so to al..,at any 
length to aaa that it doea • 

Perfect 

I vant very &lth for 1IY nlationahip to succeed, and vill do all 1 can to ••• that it 
doea. 

1 vant ftry &lch for 11)' ralationahip to succeed, and vill do !'l' fair ahara to oee that 
1t doaa. 

lt would be nice if wy relationahip succeed&, but l can't do any ..,re than 1 am doins 
""" to k-p the relationship &Ding. 

It would be nice if it aucceeda, but I refuae to do anv w:>re than am doing now to 
-- keap the ralat1onahip &oing. 

My relationohip can never aucceed, and there is no wore that I can do to keep the 
-- relatione hip &oing. 
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Section 6 -Dyadic Adjustment Scale adapted for "ideal"* 

ln an ideal relationahip, vbat would be the eztent of a&ree.ent or diaaa,ree.ent betveen partners 
for uch it- on the following lin. 

I !Al-•t I Ocu- I Pre- I ~et Alway 
Alvaye Alvaya 81ooally quently Alvaya I>1o-

l_qree IAsree D1Jo~ree Disagree Diaa_gae agree 

1. Handlin!! family fiDAncee 

2. Mattera of recreation 

3. lleli&ioUII -ttere 

4. Delaona trationa of affection 

5. Friends 

6. Sex relatioM I 
7. Correct or proper behavior 

B. Philoso1>hv of life 

9. Wayo of deeling v1 th jlerenta cr other in-lave 

10. Aims ~to ale and thinRa believed imJ>ortant I 

ll. Amount o! tiM apent toJ!ether 

12. Makin~t ~~&1or deciliona 

13. Household taaka 

14. Leisure t~ intereata and ectivitiea 

15. Career deciaiona 

All Moat More 

Rarelv JNever 
the !of tha often Occa-
u- tiDe than oot oiooal:l,l 

16. !low often would an ideal couple dilcuss or 
consider divorce, ••paration, or terminating 
their relationship? I 

I 

17. In an ideal marriage, bov often would one I 
_partner leave the howae after a fi.&ht? I : I 

I 

18. How often would an ideal couple think that i I 
thiqs are _going vell between them? i I 

19. llow often would an ideal couple confide in 
I 
I 

each other? 

20. I I 
In an ideal aarriase, vould the e&>uple regret I that thev married? 

21. !low of ten would an idul couple quarrel? I ! 
I 

1 22. How often would the 1dul couple "get on each I 

I 
I 

other'a nerves? 11 I 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 

116 



23. ln an iclaal relationahip, bow oftan vould a couple lriu aach other? (Cleclr. one) 

!very Day Al110at !very Day Occaaionally li.arely Never 

24. Bov -ny ouuide intereau would an ideal couple engage in to&ether? (Circle one) 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

All of them Koatoftho:= SoiOI! of them Very few of them None of them 

!low often vould you aay the following events occur between couples in an ideal lllllrriage? 

IAaa than Once or Once or 
once a twice a twice Once !tore 

!lever month .:>nth a week a dav often 

Have a etiiNlat~ u:chaDAe of ideas./ 

l.auRh to&ethar. 

Calmlv diacuaa ao.ethina. 

Work together on a project. 

In an ideal IUrriage, do you think there vould be differences of opinion or problems from 
time to time on either of the items liated below? (Cleclt yes or no) 

29. Bei::>g too tired for a ex Yes No 

30. Not ahowing love Yes No 

31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in s m&rriage 
relationship. Circle the dot which you think best describes the degree of happiness which 
couples ahould be able to achieve in their marriage. 

Extremely 
Unhappy 

Fairly 
Un.lappy 

A Little 
~appy 

Happy Very 
Happy 

Extremely 
Happy 

Perfect 

32. Which of the following atatement5 beat describes how partners in an ideal marriage relation­
abip would feel about the future of their relationahip? (Check one) 

I vant daaperately for wy ftlatieuab:l.p to auccead, end t10uld so to al110at any 
-- lensth to ••• that it doea. 

I vant 'ftry auch for wy relet:l.onahip co auccead, ..,d vill do all l can to aae that it 

does. 

I vant 'ftry -.ch for wy reletionah:l.p to aucceed, end vill do '"I fair ahara to aae that 

it doea. 

It t10uld be Dice if wy relaUoaah:l.p auccucla, but I can't do anv .:>re then I .,. doing 
-- oov to kMp the relat:l.onahip so:l.ng. 

It vould be nice if it aucc .. da, but I rduae to do any .:>re than .. do:l.ns now to 
--keep the relaUonah:l.p so:l.ng. 

My relationah:l.p can DeVer aucc .. d, and there ia DO .:>re that I can do to keep the 

-- relationah:l.p 1oing. 
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Section 7 - Dyadic Adjustment Scale adapted for "most other"* 

Heat peraona have diaasre..enta in their relationahipa. Pl~••e indicate below the approximate 
eztent of agree.ent or diaagree.ent between partners in .oat .arriage relationships for each 
1tea on the follovina lia t 

1. l!andlina hail? finaneea 

2. Mattera of recreation 

3. Reliaious .. ttera 

4, DeiDns trationa of affeetion 

5. Friends 

s. Sex relations 

7. Correc:t or oro-oer behavior 

s. Philosoohv of life 

?. Ways o! de&lilll! with parents or other in-lave 

10. Aims ROUI and thinRa believed imDortant 

!.1. Amount of tiM ooent touther 

!.2. ~kinR ma1or deeiaiona 

:3. Houaehold taaka 

:4. Leisure tt.e inter~t• and ae t1 v1 tie a 

lS. Career deeiaiona 

16. Hov often would aoat couple• diacuu or 
or con»ider divorce, aeparation or terml-
n.otiru< their rdationahips? 

17. In _,at aarriages, how of~en does one 
oartner le•ve the houae after a fight? 

18. Hov often do moat couples think that things 
are aoinR vell between them? 

19. How often do .est couples confide in each 
other? 

20. Do aoat couples regret that thev aarried? 

21. Hov often do laOBt couples quarrel? 

22. Hov oft eo do .cot couple• "aet on each 
other's nerves? 

I jA1110at Oce•-
A1vaya1Alveya atonally 

IAJ<ree :Al<ree D1aanee 

I 

I 

All 
the 
ti-

1 Heat j More 
f' the often . 

I than tt- not 

I I 

l 
-I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I Pre-
quently 
Diaanea 

Occ:a 
donal~ vi 

1 
I 

i 
' : ' 

I 
I 

I 
! 
I 

' I 
I 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 

Abo at jAlvay 
Alvaya 1 Dia-

D1aauee 1acree 

' I 

I 

1 
I 

i 

: 
i 

; 

~ 

i 

lt&rel? Never 



23. How often do .aat c.ouplu kin each other? (circle one) 

!very Day .l.l.aat !very Day Occasionally llarely Never 

24. How aany outaide ioteruu do 110ot couples engage in together? {circle one) 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

All of them Koat of them Some of them Very f ev of them None of them 

How often would you aay the following event& occur between most couples? 

Leu th&n Oaea or Oace or 
once a !:Vice a twice O..ee Kore 

W.ver month .anth a wek a dav often 

!!ave a atilllUlatinlt uehauae of ideu. 

lausth to~ether. 

Calmlv diacuu aa.ethioR. 

\lark together on a project. I 

There are some things about vhich couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. Indicate 
if dther item below causes differences of opinions or are problems from time to time in 
a>st relatio:uohips. (Chec.ic. yes or no) 

29. Being too tired for aex Yes No 

30. Not shoving love Yes No 

31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in a marriage rela­
tionship. Circle the dot which you think best describes the degree of happiness in most 
aarriages. 

Extremely 
JLnhsppy 

Fairly 
Unhappy 

A Little 
Unhappy 

Happy Very 
Happy 

Extremely 
Happy 

Perfect 

32. Which of the follovin& otatements best describes h~w JDOst people feel about the future of 
their OVD marriage relationship? (Check one) 

I vant daaperauly for .,. nlatieuahip to aueeaed, and 'IOOuld 150 to alBOat any 
length to aee that it doea. 

I vant 'ftry ... eh for .,. nlatiouahip to .llnecaed, and rlll do a!l I can to aee that it 
don. 

I vant 'ftry .ueh for .., ralatiooahip to aueeaad, and rlll do wy fair ahare to aee that 

it doea. 

It vould be nice 1f .,. nlatiooahip aw:eaeda, but I can't do any .,re than I ""' doing 
"""' to keep the ruatiooahip coing. 

It vould be nice if it auecuda, but I refuse to do anv ., .... than I aa doing DOV to 
keep the relatiouahip &oing. 

My relatiouahip can ...var auecaed, ed there ia "" K>re that I can do to lr.eep the 

relatiooahip &oing. 
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Section 8 - Relationship Change Scale* 

This is a questionnaire to determine whether, and in what ways, your 
relationship with your partner has changed during the past two or three 
months. Please complete the statements by underlining the phrase that 
most accurately completes each statement. 

Give as accurate and honest an account of your own feelings and beliefs 
as possible. 

1. My satisfaction with myself as a person has become: 

120 

{a) much less (b) less {c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

2. My satisfaction with my partner as a person has become: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

3. I feel my mate views me as a satisfactory partner: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

4. My mate views herself/himself with satisfaction as a person: 
{a) much less (b) less {c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

5. Our relationship with each other has become: 
{a) much worse (b)worse (c) unchanged (d) better (e) much better 

6. I am clearly aware of my partner's needs and desires: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) more (e) much more 

7. I understand my own feelings: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) more (e) much more 

8. I understand my partner's feelings: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) more (e) much more 

9. Our ability to communicate has become: 
(a) much worse (b) worse (c) unchanged (d) better (e) much better 

10. My sensitivity toward my partner as a person is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

11. My concern and warmth toward my partner bas become: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

12. My self-expression and openness in relation to my partner is: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 
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13. My ability to understand my partner's feelings is: 
{a) much less (b) less {c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

14. My listening abilities with my partner are: 
{a) much worse (b) worse (c) unchanged (d) better (e) much better 

15. My trust in my partner is: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater {e) much greater 

16. My feelings of intimacy with my partner are: 
{a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

17. My confidence in our relationship is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

18. Our ability to handle disagreements constructively is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

19. Our satisfaction with our sexual relationship is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

20. My difficulty in talking with my partner is: 
(a) much more (b) more (c) unchanged (d) less (e) much less 

21. My ability to express positive feelings toward my partner is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

22. My ability to constructively express negative feelings toward my 
partner is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater {e) much greater 

23. My willingness to share my personal concerns with my partner is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

24. My capacity to believe and accept positive feelings my partner 
expresses toward me is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 

25. My capacity to deal constructively with negative feelings my partner 
expresses toward me is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater {e) much greater 

26. My understanding of the kind of relationship I want to have in the 
future with my partner is: 
(a) much less (b) less (c) unchanged (d) greater (e) much greater 
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Instructions for Pretest - Experimental Group* 

Instructions 

1. Each couple should select a 4-digit identification (ID) number to 
be used on the first sheet. (Use something like the last 4 digits 
of your telephone number so that you can remember what your ID 
number is). 

You and your spouse should use the same ID number and this number 
should be used on pre-test, post-test, and follow-up forms. In 
other words, we need a way to identify which individuals are 
married to each other and also to identify the pre-, post-, and 
follow-up data for each individual. 

2. Each person should complete the forms individually. Please do not 
consult with your partner as you fill out the forms or compare your 
ratings with those of your partner. Only after both of you have 
completed and returned the forms should you discuss your ratings 
with each other. 

3. Read the instructions for each scale carefully. One of the scales 
is repeated. You will be asked to respond to the same items from 
three different perspectives -- your own relationship, most 
marriage relationships, and the ideal relationship. 

4. Answer each item. 
inconsistencies. 
time you read it. 

Do not worry about repetitions or 
Rate each item in the way that seems best at the 

5. Complete each item in the order that it is presented. Please do 
not skip items with the idea that you will answer them later. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 
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Instructions for Posttest - Experimental Group* 

Instructions 

1. Each couple should use the same identification (ID) number that you 
used on the pretest forms. You and your spouse should use the same 
ID number and this number should be used on all forms you complete. 

2. Each person should complete the forms individually. Please do not 
consult w1tb your partner as you fill out tbe torms or compare your 
ratings with those of your partner. Only after both of you have 
completed and returned the forms should you discuss your ratings 
with each other. 

3. Read the instructions for each scale car~fully. One of the scales 
is repeated. You will be asked to respond to the same items from 
three different perspectives --your own relationship, most marriage 
relationships, and the ideal relationship. 

4. Answer each item. 
inconsistencies. 
time you read it. 

Do not worry about repetitions or 
Rate each item in the way that seems best at the 

5. Complete each item in the order that it is presented. Please do 
not skip items with the idea that you will answer them later. 

*Ibis label was not on the form given to participants. 
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Instructions fo~ Pretest - Control Group* 

Instructions 

1. Each couple should select a 4-digit identification (ID) number to 
be used on all forms. (Use something like the last 4 digits of 
your telephone number so that you can remember what your ID number 
is). 

You and your spouse should use the same ID number and this number 
should be used on all forms you complete (pre-, post-, and follow­
up). In other words, we need a way to identify which individuals 
are couples and also to identify the pre-, post-, and follow-up 
data for each individual. 

Since we do not want your name to appear on any of the completed 
forms, I am enclosing a card on which you should list your name and 
ID number and return this with the forms. Ttis c&rd w~ll be the 
only linking of your name with the ID number and it will be used 
only as a reference for future mailing. 

2. Each person should complete the forms individually. Please do not 
consult with your partner as you fill out the forms or compare your 
ratings with those of your partner. Only after both of you have 
completed and returned the forms should you discuss your ratings 
with each other. 

3. Read the instructions for each scale carefully. One of the scales 
is repeated. You will be asked to respond to the same items from 
three different perspectives --your own relationship, most 
marriage relationships, and the ideal reletionship. 

4. Answer each item. 
inconsistencies. 
time you read it. 

Do not worry about repetitions or 
Rate each item in the way that seems best at the 

5. Complete each item in the order that it is presented. Please do 
not skip items with the idea that you will answer them later. 

6. After both of you have completed the forms, return them in the 
envelope provided for that purpose. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 
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Instructions for Postteat - Control Group* 

Instructions 

1. Each couple should use the ~ identification {ID) number that you 
used on the pretest forms. You and your spouse should use the same 
ID number and this number should be used on all forms you complete. 

2. Each person should complete the forms individually. Please do not 
consult with your partner as you fill out the forms or compare your 
ratings with those of your partner. Only after both of you have 
completed and returned the forms should you discuss your ratings 
with each other 

3. Read the instructions for each scale carefully. One of the scales 
is repeated. You will be asked to respond to the same items from 
three different perspectives -- your own relationship, most 
marriage relationships, and the ideal relationship. 

4. Answer each item. 
inconsistencies. 
time you read it. 

Do not worry about repetitions or 
Rate each item in the way that seems best at the 

5. Complete each item in the order that it is presented. Please do 
not skip items with the idea that you will answer them later. 

6. After both of you have completed the forms, return them in the 
envelope provided for that purpose. Then drop the envelope in the 
mailbox as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your help. 

*This label was not on the form given to participants. 
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Letter to Accompany Pretest - Control Group 

Dear 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in the marriage 
enrichment research project being conducted at Southeastern Baptist 
Seminary. Your help is a vital part of learning how to evaluate 
enrichment programs so that they can more effectively str~ngthen 
marriages. 

Enclosed is the first set of forms for each of you to complete. An 
instruction sheet is included for your use. The two of you should 
individually complete the forms, then return them to me in the enclosed 
stamped envelope. Please return the completed forms within ten days, 
if possible. 

Thank you again for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah S. Catron 
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Letter to Accompany Posttest - Control Group 

Dear 

Thank you for your participation in the marriage enrichment research 
project at Southeastern Baptist Seminary. You are contributing to 
knowledge that will help evaluate pr?gramD to strengthen marriag~s. 

Enclosed is the second set of forms to be completed. An instruction 
sheet is included for your use. 

You may remember that I promised you a one-year membership in the 
Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment (ACME) in appreciation 
of your help in this study. This complimentary membership includes the 
monthly newsletter of ACME. I am enclosing a brochure with an attached 
membership form. Please fill out the membership form and return it 
with the completed research forms. The membership form is prepaid. 
Upon receipt of these materials, your names will be placed on the 
mailing list and you will begin receiving the newsletter regularly. 

A stamped, addressed envelope is enclosed for returning the materials. 
Thank you again for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah s. Catron 
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Reminder Letter - Control Group 

(Date) 

Dear 

Recently, I mailed you a packet which contained material to be filled 
out for the research project being conducted with 
At this time, I have not received your completed packet. 

Your porticipation is very important to this project. If you have not 
yet completed and returned the forms, please take about 30 minutes to 
fill them out and return them to me. 

I appreciate your help in making this research possible. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah S. Catron 
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APPENDIX E 

LIST OF ITEMS ON WHICH CHANGE SCORES DIFFERED 

SIGNIFICANTLY BY GROUP 
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Items on Which Change Scores were Significantly Different for the 

Experimental and Control Groups for each Pre-Post Measure* 

Item# Item 

Marital Satisfaction Scale 

5 My marriage is too confining to suit me. 
6 I feel that I am "in a rut" in my marriage. 
8 My marriage bas a bad effect on my health. 

12 My marriage is becoming more and more difficult for me. 
14 I get along well with my spouse. 
20 My spouse is willing to work at improving our relationship. 
23 My spouse usually understands the way I feel. 
24 I am definitely satisfied with my marriage. 

Dyadic Trust Scale 

8 I feel that my partner can be counted on to help me. 

Relationship Inventory (Empathy Scale) 

1 My partner wants to understand bow I see things. 
2 My partner may understand my words but he/she does not see 

the way I feel. 
3 My partner nearly always knows exactly what I mean. 

11 My partner appreciates exactly how the things I experience 
feel to me. 

15 My partner's response to me is usually so fixed and auto-
matic that I don't really get through to him/her. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

6 Extent of agreement/disagreemeut between you and your 
partner on sex relations. 

13 Extent of agreement/disagreement between you and your 
partner on household tasks. 

29 Whether there have been differences of opinion or problems 
during the past few weeks about being too tired for sex. 

*£. .05 


