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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Marital therapy is in its embryonic stage of development. This 

therapeutic approach has been functioning from its inception without 

benefit of reliable research or a consistent theoretical orientation. 

Olsen (1971) found, in reviewing marital therapy literature for the past 

twelve years, that while over 200 articles concerning marital therapy 

appear, fewer than 20 studies can be classified as research reports 

related to the field. He commented. 

The few articles that do exist now are generally methodo
logically and conceptually weak and rely principally on self-
report rather than behavioral data. Most of the research is 
also descriptive in nature and only a few studies have utilized 
rigorous methods or experimental design. 

This decade review as well as other significant articles and studies have 

identified the lack of reliable research pertaining to marital therapy. 

As marital therapy has taken a place in the treatment of personal 

and interpersonal dysfunction, more attention has been directed toward 

the need for systematic research into its process. Ackerman (1967) 

describes the need for quantified data as he speaks in a broader context 

of psychotherapy. 

Family psychotherapy is in its infance and is only just 
beginning to emerge as a special method of intervention into 
human problems. It is still tentative, experimental, and 
exploratory. 

Ackerman's description of family therapy is extremely accurate for marital 

therapy. Since the profession of marital therapy lacks consistent and 



reliable research, this researcher will attempt a study related to behavio 

and perception changes within a marital enrichment group. 

However, it should be pointed out that this investigator is not 

dealing with marital therapy in its traditional form, but is dealing 

with an enrichment, prevention model. By enrichment the researcher means 

he is dealing with couples who have no presenting clinical problem as 

such, but who are seeking to deepen the interpersonal significance of 

their marriage. Further distinguished from traditional marital therapies, 

an enrichment model is seen as one which attempts to prevent the emer

gence of marital dysfunction. 

As will be shown by the following review of literature, little 

significant empirical investigation has been done into the processes at 

work in a marital enrichment group. Hence, it seems evident that clients 

who report favorable, yet subjective outcomes from such experiences, must 

have experienced "enrichment" processes which sound research could unearth 

This, then was the particular focus and justification for this research 

effort. 

Specifically, this investigator employed a marital enrichment group 

composed of college couples in an attempt to discover what, if any, 

behavior and perception changes occurred as a result of participation in 

an enrichment group. The strategy of the study was to expose the college 

couples to five, two hour sessions over a period of five weeks. During 

this time, a dydactic and interpersonal relationship approach was used 

to deal with the concepts of communication, role perception change and 

behavior change. The entire study was conducted under a general systems 

framework with the enrichment group being seen as the system under 



investigation. 

Succinctly, the research question investigated was: Are there 

significant behavioral and role perception changes among married college 

couples at Texas Tech University participating in a marital enrichment 

group? 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The review of literature is primarily concerned with a broad per

spective associated with marital groups. The review includes a survey 

of marital counseling groups, investigation of small group influence, 

measured behavioral change and measured role perception change within 

various types of groups, and a review of marital enrichment groups. 

The scope of literature is related to the proposed study in terms 

of group process, client movement within a group, and the affects of 

group experience on participants. The factors of behavioral change and 

role perception change are examined in relationship to marital group 

therapy, and, more specifically their relationship to marital enrichment 

groups with married college couples. 

Marital Counseling Group Literature 

A review of this section of the literature showed that while the 

group movement claims great potential for enhancing dyadic relations, a 

few encounter groups have focused specifically on the marriage dyad. 

Empirical studies related to the effectiveness of marital encounter groups 

are almost non-existent. 

Reviewing marriage counseling research from 1931 to 1968, Goodman 

(1972) selected four categories for classification: subjective (based 

on personal experience) 56 percent, case studies (based on description 

of a case) 18 percent, sample (based on a specified or selected sample) 



22 percent, controlled (based on controlled study of a sample) four 

percent. This review corroborates the investigator's finding that few 

systematic and empirically controlled research studies have been reported. 

Lebedum (1970) reported in a comprehensive overview only 39 sources 

pertaining to marital group treatment. Of the 39, only four researchers 

applied themselves specifically to measuring client change or movement. 

With the exception of one group, none utilized an instrument to measure 

changes in group members. The failure to use an instrument in the research 

design eliminated the possibility of determining the effectiveness of the 

treatment model. 

Gottlieb and Pattison (1966) utilized both a research design and 

clinical experience to contend: 

Group marital counseling may alleviate the marital conflict, 
improve communication, clarify ambiguous marital roles, diminish 
neurotic interaction and enhance the development of individual 
identity. 

In a related study, Trompetter (1971) investigated George Bach's 

contention that married couples can learn a technique of marital fighting 

that will lead to greater marital satisfaction. Working with four normal 

couples for 24 hours over a period of five weeks the technique was taught. 

The results showed that the couples learned the technique and did experienc< 

greater marital satisfaction. This research supports the concept that 

measured change can occur in marital groups. 

In a less convincing study, Targow and Zweber (1969) concluded that 

fifteen couples who had been in group counseling from a month to two 

years indicated a basic improvement and change in communication patterns 

between partners. 



McClellan and Stieper (1971) conducted a nine month marital 

therapy group involving five couples. The Irrational Beliefs Scale, 

MMPI, and the Shipley-Hartford Intelligence Scale were given as pre and 

post tests. As a result of this structured-didactic approach, couples 

showed significantly less psychic distress and increased communication 

between spouses. 

Two separate projects, based on sound research designs, failed to 

show significant change as result of participation in marital groups, 

Collins (1972) examined marital communication and adjustment. Swan (1972) 

investigated conflict reduction in the marital dyad, finding no difference 

between the treatment group and the control group. 

Descriptive studies reported from clinical experience contend 

marital groups are effective instruments for behavioral and perception 

change (Rappaport and Harrel, 1972; Leichter, 1973; Blinder and Kirschen-

baum, 1968; Flint and McLennan, 1962; and Sager, 1967), 

Married group literature based on acceptable research design is 

indeed limited. Yet there appears to be enough evidence in the literature 

reviewed in this section, to indicate that behavioral and perceptional 

change can be measured in a marital group. It is obvious that additional 

empirical research is needed in marital counseling. 

Small Group Influence 

It is often assumed that the small group influence in this country 

has contributed to the study of family and marital therapy. A compre

hensive review of the small group literature, however, indicated the 

family and marital group therapy has generally been ignored in this body 



of literature. Hare (1962) cites over thirteen hundred relatively recent 

references pertinent to the study of small groups. With two exceptions, 

marital therapy is not mentioned. 

Framo and Boszormenyi (1965) offer additional evidence regarding 

the lack of marriage and family study in the small group literature. 

The first curious fact discovered in surveying the small group 
literature is that although all workers in this field would agree 
that the family, the most elemental of the primary groups, falls 
within the purview of small group research, almost no studies 
have utilized the family group as a unit of study. 

Kurt Lewin (1948) is recognized as the modern founder and theorist 

of small groups. Lewin labeled his approach field theory, or the concept 

that behavior is derived from the totality of co-existing facts character

ized by a djmamic field wherein one section of the field depends on every 

other segment of that field. He offered important research which suggests 

that human interaction within group process produces measurable changes 

in individuals. He was not dealing with married couples, but the 

investigator anticipated that Lewin's research would prove valid in terms 

of individual spouses experiencing behavioral change in a marital enrich

ment group. 

Wilfred Bion's (1961) extensive work with small groups gives 

abundant evidence to conclude that the group culture that develops will 

influence the participation and the behavior of persons within the group. 

To be specific, the more acceptance and trust created among group members, 

the more positive the behavior and the more efficient the group V7ill 

become. Obviously, the reverse is also true. The more distrust that 

exists among members, the more negative the behavior and less production 

within the group. Bion's research appears to support the assumption 
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that behavioral and perceptional change would occur in a marital enrich

ment group. 

Although the small group literature offers minimal assistance to 

marital therapy, there appear to be implications regarding measurement 

within a marital group, based on the research done with small groups. Sine 

quantified data have been obtained within small groups, it seems logical 

that similar principles could be utilized in obtaining measurable data 

within a marital enrichment group. 

Measured Behavioral Change 

Literature reviewed in this area was primarily descriptive, 

generally void of empirical data. The descriptive studies that were 

examined were conducted by (Boas, 1962; Leichter, 1962; Liberman, 1970; 

and Perelman, 1960), 

Clements' (1967) work with married couples was an exception to 

the descriptive material. He compared two groups of forty married couples, 

one of which was considered unstable. The other group, considered stable, 

was randomly selected. He hypothesized that in stable marriages there 

is a greater awareness of the effects of one's own behavior on one's 

spouse than there is in unstable marriages. Although he failed to support 

his hypotheses, his study is noteworthy for its attempt to measure 

behavioral change within a marital group. 

Schutz and Allen (1966) conducted a project related to behavioral 

change. These investigators were not dealing with married couples, but 

in working with individuals in an experimental and control group 

situation they found significant interpersonal behavioral change within 



the experimental group. They concluded that the shared group experience 

was basically responsible for the behavioral change, 

Pilder (1972) in a more recent study supports the assumption 

that behavioral change can be measured in a marital group. The research 

involved thirty couples. The basic design was a T-group setting involving 

a pretest - posttest with an experimental and control group. The results 

of the laboratory training experience for the married couples produced 

significant behavioral and attitudinal changes in interpersonal skills 

among the participants in the experimental group. 

Research dealing \d.th measured behavioral change related to 

marital groups is limited. However, the material that has been reviewed 

gives adequate support to assume that behavioral and attitudinal change 

can be measured in a controlled marital enrichment group. The next section 

examines specific changes which might be measured. 

Measured Role Perception Change 

In a study related to role perception change, Hurvitz (1960) 

attempted to measure marital strain. Using a random sample, he inter

viewed one hundred four married couples. The "index of marital strain" 

is the measured difference between performance and expectation of roles 

for the husband and wife. The study reported a significant correlation 

between husbands' and wives' index of strain, indicating less strain in 

the husbands' and wives' relationships who possess a more positive 

correlation between role performance and role expectation. Couples who 

differ more significantly in role performance and role expectation tend 

to experience a greater index of marital strain. 
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Dymond (1949) in an older and more subjective study, examined 

congruent spouse perception and marital success. A positive association 

between the two factors was reported. 

Luckey (1960) selected 594 married couples and explored marital 

satisfaction and its association with congruence with perception of self 

and perception of self by the spouse. 

The result of a study by Mangus (1957) indicated a positive 

association of congruent spouse perceptions with marital success. 

In a study generally related to role perception change, Jacobson 

(1952) worked with 100 divorced couples and 100 married couples in the 

area of attitudes toward roles of husbands and wives. He found a signi

ficant statistical difference between married and divorced couples re

garding roles. Divorced couples exhibited greater disparity in their 

attitudes toward spouse roles than did married couples. 

Taylor (1965) investigated role perception and empathy and their 

relationship to marital adjustment. Working with 50 adjusted and 50 

unadjusted couples the investigation involved comparing the role percep

tions of spouses and to relate discrepancies of these perceptions to 

marital adjustment. The hypotheses that greater similarity between self 

perception and the spouse's perception of that self would be related 

to marital adjustment was supported. 

Griffin's (1967) study was conducted for the purpose of determining 

the effectiveness of marriage counseling as it relates to perception. 

An experimental and a control group were utilized. The results indicated 

a positive significant change of the wife's perception of self after 
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marriage counseling and a positive significant change of the wife's 

perception of spouse after marriage counseling. This study supports 

the assumption that self-perception and spouse perception does occur 

and can be measured. 

Drudge (1969) examined 54 couples who were seeking marriage 

counseling. He attempted to determine if among couples seeking treat

ment, increased congruency of perceptions concerning personality traits 

would be associated with an increase in marital satisfaction. He did 

not find increased congruence of trait perceptions by the husbands or 

wives. Also, there was no significant data to clearly indicate either 

an increase in trait congruency or an increase in marital satisfaction. 

The purpose of Matanovich's (1970) study was to test whether a 

couple's perception of self and mate were affected by short-term group 

counseling. The results of the study indicated there was a significant 

difference regarding positive perceptions of mate in the experimental 

group as compared to the control group. This research has direct 

application to the study of marital enrichment group functioning. 

Baldwin (1971) assigned thirty couples to three groups: (a) 

a control group receiving no treatment, (b) a group receiving eight 

hours of programmed instruction on communication in marriage, (c) a 

group receiving eight hours of counseling emphasizing marital communi

cation. Inspection of mean changes for the treatment groups indicate 

the programmed test group changed more than the control group, but 

less than the counseled group. Also, assessment of post-treatment 

reconciliation agreements revealed a statistically significant differ

ence between the counseled group and control group. 
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Cardillo (1971) worked with twenty couples who were referred for 

marriage counseling. They were randomly assigned to two treatment 

groups. All couples were Caucasian and primarily middle socioeconomic 

class. The purpose of the study was to determine whether communication 

skills could be taught to couples in a short-term couples group. Couples 

in the first treatment group were instructed and assisted in practicing 

communication skills. The second treatment group did not receive 

communication role instruction. The data support communication taught 

in a couples group enhances self-concepts and mutual understanding of 

couples. The hypotheses that communication skills can be taught in a 

couples group within a brief period was supported. It was concluded that 

learned communication skills have a direct effect on improved positive 

self-image and spouse perception. 

Other studies reviev/ed regarding role perception change lacked 

empirical validation (Hurvitz, 1961; Isben, 1962; Stuckert, 1963). 

Although these data were descriptive, they appear to support the assumption 

that role perception change does occur during the process of a couples 

group. 

The empirical literature appears to be sufficient to indicate 

role perception can be measured in a controlled marital enrichment group. 

In addition to the data that have been reviewed, other factors such as 

the selection process of participants, the validity of the measuring 

instruments, the amount of time involved in group process, and the 

training of the facilitator seem to be critical factors in an attempt 

to measure role perception change among married couples. It appears 

that ample evidence is available to support the need for and validity 
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of the proposed study involving measurement of role perception change 

in a marital enrichment group. 

Marital Enrichment Groups 

The term marital enrichment is relatively new. Generally, it 

refers to a small group of married couples, directed by a facilitator, 

convened for the purpose of improving communication and enrichment of 

the marriage relationship. It is a term used frequently in the popular 

media, yet almost non-existent in the professional literature. 

William (1972) attempted to study the personality types who 

participate in marital enrichment groups. The research indicated at a 

significant level that predominantly intuitive-feeling type people make 

themselves available for marital growth groups. The data concluded that 

this type personality tends to show trends of response regardless of 

group location, leader difference, group composition, or personality of 

the spouse. 

In a project involving 13 couples in an experimental group and 

13 couples in a control group, Nadeau (1972) suggests that participation 

in marital enrichment groups increases nonverbal communication skills, 

causes one's view of self, spouse, and marriage to be more positive. 

Nadeau utilized a reliable design. 

The investigator could locate no other studies of marital enrich

ment groups. In light of this limited empirical knowledge of what has 

become a popular and widespread intervention, the need for additional 

research is evident. The next chapter develops this rationale in 

greater depth, as well as describing the design of this study. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Marital growth and enrichment groups are becoming increasingly 

popular in our culture, yet measured effectiveness of this approach has 

not been forthcoming. Framo's (1965) evaluation of family therapy in 

general is helpful in describing the predicament of marital enrichment 

groups: 

Despite the prodigious literature on the family, there is no 
body of formalized literature or systematic research on family 
dynamics from which departures can be made. 

This is the situation in which one finds himself as he attempts to con

struct a research design for married college couples utilizing a marital 

enrichment group. 

The literature clearly indicates the need for additional empirical 

data related to measured effectiveness of a marital enrichment group. 

The lack of controlled studies involving marital enrichment groups, 

professional interest, and the recent studies indicating behavioral and 

perceptional changes can be measured, are the essential elements for the 

rationale of this study. The studies by V7illiam (1972) and Nadeau (1972) 

previously mentioned support the proposed investigation. In addition, 

Hardcastle (1972) offers a research project dealing with measured client 

change in a marital group which adds support for the suggested research. 

He demonstrated in a marital group of four couples that individual 

behavior and movement can be measured. He used the Hill Interaction 

14 
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Matrix-B to measure the therapeutic and interactional levels of couples. 

He raised more questions than he answered, but he did confirm that 

individual behavior can be measured in a marital group. Based on the 

rationale, it was the present investigator's contention that the proposed 

research is needed and that it would contribute to the empirical knowledge 

in the area of marital group therapy. 

The problem under investigation was approached from the general 

systems theoretical orientation. Some basic principles of systems 

theory are communication, interaction, and feedback. Buckley's (1967) 

concept of systems theory describes some of the basic components of the 

systems approach. He defines some of the essential elements of the 

systems framework as a structure or relationship between members in 

terms of interaction that is mediated by communication, exchange of 

information, and transmission of meaning. 

This investigation is primarily concerned with one specific system, 

the marital enrichment group composed of nine married couples. The 

system assumed operative in this study is the interaction and communi

cation in each of the five sessions. It is assumed that interaction, 

feedback, communication, verbal and nonverbal will occur as result of 

participation in the enrichment group sessions. The process within 

the marital enrichment group will comprise the specific framework for 

this research. 

Having identified this research as being conducted under a 

general systems framework, Weakland (1968) offers support for the 

possibility of using the systems approach in the current study: 
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Communication always and necessarily involves interrelated 
multiple messages by every participant. Such behavior and 
communicative interaction can be observed and studied directly, 
and should be the primary focus of scientific attention. 

Hill's (1970) work offers additional credence for placing the 

present study within the general systems approach. He assumed that 

change in one part of a system or group will not necessarily effect a 

change in all other parts of the system. This assumption regarding the 

systems theory should be consistent with the marital enrichment group. 

It is the contention of the investigator that behavioral or perceptional 

change occurring with individuals will not automatically affect change 

in the total group. Individuals may be affected in terms of more con

gruent perception of self and spouse or greater disparity of self and 

spouse perception. Regardless of how individuals may be affected, it 

is assumed that individual change will not necessarily effect the 

total system equally, but the effect of an individual's behavior change 

does effect the system, however unequally. 

The reality of feedback in the systems approach has direct relation

ship to effective interaction in a couples group. Hill (1970) describes 

the feedback process as it relates to any particular system: 

The social system receives feedback information about the status 
or condition of its members and their relationships, ̂ 7̂hich sig
nals incongruence or disparity between component states and the 
systems' values. This internal feedback, a form of systematic 
self awareness can again be used as input on the basis of which 
the system may alter its operations. Thus V7e have a double 
system of feedback to reduce errors and bring behavior into 
congruence, drawing on information from the external environment 
and from the internal system. 

According to Buckley (1967), feedback is the element in a system 

which accounts for changes within a system. Thus, in this study, 
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feedback will be assumed operative where behavior and role perception 

changes have occurred, 

Cadwallader (1959) offers another dimension of the systems 

approach that is directly related to the present study. He contends 

that any system needs a constant flow of varied information, experience, 

and input to be a viable system. The couples enrichment group is de

signed and facilitated toward a variety of information and experience. 

Again, it seems evident that this study lends itself to investigation 

under a systems approach. 

In summary, the specific framework proposed for this study is a 

marital enrichment group composed of nine married couples, thus a 

distinct operative system. The system operative is one dependent upon 

verbal and nonverbal communication, feedback, interaction, and varied 

information, experience, and input within the system. 

Finally, the specific system being investigated, namely, a marital 

enrichment group, appears to operate within a general systems orientation, 

Thus, the investigator has discovered the viability of general systems 

theory for this research. 

It is hoped that the research undertaken will aid in the search 

for a more consistent theoretical orientation for marital therapy 

research. 

Methodology 

This study was limited to married college couples enrolled in 

Texas Technological University, Lubbock, Texas during the months of 

January through May, 1973. 
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Basically, the approach taken consisted of five weekly sessions 

of two hours duration. During the sessions, the facilitator attempted 

to guide the focus of the group toward increased effectiveness in 

communication and increased awareness of spousal perception regarding 

roles played in the marriage. Additionally, homework assignments were 

given for participants to practice new styles of behavior. 

Instruments were used to discover the effects of these treatment 

foci. As well, a subjective self report instrument was used to allow 

participants to express their satisfaction with the group experience. 

The sample was divided into experimental and control groups 

composed of nine college couples each. Group participants were selected 

randomly from University records. 

Following is an expansion of the research methodology including 

a definition of terms. 

Definition of Terms 

Marital Enrichment Group: This term refers to a group of married 

college couples characterized by shared leadership between participants 

and facilitator, with primary emphasis devoted to verbal and nonverbal 

interaction within the group. The content areas to be covered verbally 

and nonverbally are communication skills, role perception change, 

individual behavior change and dyadic behavior. 

Communication Skills; This terra refers to one's effectiveness 

in relating at the verbal and nonverbal level to one's spouse and to 

the group. 
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Role Perception Change: This term refers to measured difference 

between performance and expectation of roles for the husband and wife 

as measured by Marital Roles Inventory. 

Individual Behavioral Change: For this study, the term individual 

behavioral change refers to measurable, quantified change among indivi

dual group participants as measured by the Fundamental Interpersonal 

Relations Orientation-Behavior (Schutz, 1958). 

Married College Couples; The term married college couples refers 

to one or both spouses enrolled as an undergraduate at Texas Technological 

University. The couples will have been married from six months to three 

years. 

Control Group; A group of five married college couples similar to 

the experimental group were selected and administered the same inventories 

as the experimental group. The control group will not be involved in any 

type of group experience. 

Instruments 

Schutz (1958) constructed an instrument, Fundamental Interpersonal 

Relations Orientation-Behavior, for measuring individual behavior in 

three areas of interpersonal interaction, inclusion, control, and 

affection. This is a thirty-six item inventory that can be given in 

approximately fifteen minutes. 

Hurvitz (1961) developed an inventory. Marital Roles Inventory, 

to measure the difference between role expectation and role performance 

between husband and wife. This is a twenty-two item inventory that 

can be given in about ten minutes. 
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A brief questionnaire constructed by the investigator was to 

collect pertinent data such as age, educational level, and amount of 

participation in marital-oriented groups. Additionally, a subjective 

assessment was obtained from each participant to determine the degree 

of satisfaction experienced from the group process. 

Sample 

Respondents were selected from a population of married college 

students at Texas Technological University. 185 couples were selected 

utilizing records from the Dean of Students Office. The process involved 

selecting every fourth couple from the alphabetized list which included 

all married students at Texas Tech. From the compiled list, telephone 

calls were made to every third couple on the list. Using a brief printed 

explanation, the research project was explained in terms of its nature 

and if the couple expressed an interest in being involved in either 

the experimental or control group an interview was arranged. The 

interview consisted of more complete detail of the project and collecting 

personal data regarding the individuals. 

Procedure 

The marital enrichment group convened for five two hour sessions. 

The group was facilitated by the researcher, Claude Dollins. Each 

session was taped. 

Session One 

Each session was basically unstructured in its format. The 

facilitator's function was primarily to introduce the basic topic for 
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the session. Maximum effort was made to create a sense of mutual 

responsibility on the part of each participant. The facilitator moved 

the group in the general direction related to the assignment for the 

session. Liberal flexibility was allowed in terms of how the group 

decided to respond once the facilitator initiated the general direction. 

This description was operational in each session. 

Areas to be considered; 

1. Introductions and acquaintances. 

2. Administer the inventories. 

3. Facilitator introduced brief communication-interaction 
exercise. 

4. Each person paired with a person other than spouse of 
their individual marital relationships. 

5. Total group convened for feedback. 

6. Each person paired with spouse within the total group and 
each spouse verbally communicated the strength of their 
respective spouse. 

7. Feedback - discussion of previous exercise. 

8. Facilitator modeled one level communication: Example: 
anger, joy. Couples practiced one level communication 
within the group. 

9. Summary and homework assignments: 

a. Practice one level communication for thirty 
minutes prior to next session. 

b. Each spouse write brief description of the 
general communication style that is present 
in their relationship. 

c. Reading assigned from: Intimate Marriage, 
Clinebell (1970); Open Marriage, O'Neil (1972); 
and The Intimate Enemy, Bach and Wyden (1969). 
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Session Two 

1, Warm up exercises modeled by facilitator, 

2, Each person shared summary of written homework 
assignment, 

3, Discussion - feedback. 

4, Communication skills was the basic emphasis for the 
session: Facilitator introduced various models of 
communication approaches and allov/ed group to implement 
the approaches, 

5, Exercises allowed for spouse pairing and pairing with 
other than spouse, 

6, Nonverbal communication was introduced by facilitator 
and practiced by participants. 

7, Homework assignments were made related to nonverbal 
communication. The couples were asked to interact 
for a thirty minute uninterrupted period, nonverbally, 
prior to next session. 

8, Related reading assignments V7ere made in texts pre
viously mentioned. 

9, Summary and discussion. 

Session Three 

1. Session began with discussion of how participants felt 
about the group experience as it relates to their 
marital relationship. 

2. Couples worked together on a perception technique, "Who 
Wheel." This technique places emphasis on spouse briefly 
describing self and spouse in -̂ -Triting. Time was allowed 
for feedback between individual couples. Couples also 
feedback to the total group. 

3. The majority of the session was devoted to the inter
action created by the "\7ho VJheel" technique. The 
direction of the session was toward awareness between 
spouses. 
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4, Brief exercise devoted to mates sharing traits they 
want to change in their OT̂ n self perception and 
traits they would like to see changed in their 
respective mates, 

5, Summary and homework assignments. 

Session Four 

The basic assumption for this session that the couples had 

experienced ample exposure to themselves, their spouse, and the group 

to provide the format for the two hour session. 

1. Facilitator began with suggesting some "warm up" 
communication exercises. 

2. Facilitator worked with one couple with other group 
members observing. The topic was mutual-need meeting. 
The facilitator attempted to get both spouses to 
identify some basic needs the other spouse was not 
meeting. The goal was to identify and assist the 
couple in meeting basic needs of the other, 

3. As time allowed, the facilitator attempted to work 
with as many couples as possible regarding mutual 
needs. 

4. Reading assignments were made. 

5. Couples were given homework assignments related to 
mutual need meeting, 

6. Summary and discussion. 

Session Five 

The concluding session was designed on the progress and needs of 

the group. The facilitator made this decision in consultation with the 

chairman of the thesis committee. The post-test instruments were 

administered three weeks following the last group session. 
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Hypotheses 

The general objectives of this study was to measure behavioral 

changes and role perception changes among married college couples in 

a marital enrichment group. 

The specific hypotheses tested were; 

H,: There is significant measurable behavior difference among 
members of a married college couples marital enrichment 
group when compared to a control group of married college 
couples. 

H2: There is significant role perception difference among members 
of a married college couples marital enrichment group when 
compared to a control group of married college couples. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The design followed in this study was a split plot or mixed design. 

This is to say part of the variables under investigation were varied 

between group of subjects and part of the variables were varied among 

or within groups of subjects. Therefore, split plot analysis of 

variance were performed on the data collected (Kirk, 1968). Computation 

was accomplished by use of a PDP-8/E digital computer and statistical 

programs from the statistical library on file in the Department of 

Psychology. 

Regarding scores of marital strain from the Marital Roles Inventory, 

no significant interactions of variables was noted (Table 1). Using 

split plot analysis, pre-and post-test scores were treated as the within 

subjects variable (labeled B in Table 1). Variable A was experimental 

and control groups of subjects. An F of 1.39 was obtained when comparing 

pre and post test scores for both experimental and control groups. When 

looking at interaction between variables of pre and post test (B) and 

experimental and control groups (A), an F of ,104 was obtained, thus 

indicating the least amount interaction among variables when dealing 

with discrepancy of Index of Marital Strain Scores, 

Data obtained from the FIRO-B followed the same design, thus 

using the split plot analysis 2.22. That is, one variable was varied 

within subjects (pre and post test score, labeled B in Table 2 to 7) 
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and two variables were treated as between subjects variables (husband/ 

wife, and experimental/control groups, labeled A and C respectively). 

Six separate analysis of variance were performed on the data, and on 

measures of inclusion, control, and affection at expressed and wanted 

levels. Analysis of scores of Expressed Inclusion from the FIRO-B 

indicated no significant interactions. As V7ith marital strain scores, 

a trend was noted from pre and post testing (b) to yield the highest 

F of 1.60, Interestingly, the interaction between experimental and 

control groups and husbands and wives (AC) and also pre and post tests 

and husbands and wives (BC) yielded an F of .01. These .01 F's were 

the lowest noted among expressed inclusion scores (Table 2). 

Analysis of Wanted Inclusion scores also failed to uncover 

significant differences among main effects or interactions (Table 3). 

Relatively low F's were obtained from all analysis with the interaction 

of experimental and control group and husbands and wives (AC) yielding 

the F of .00. The highest F obtained, a .97, was noted when analyzing 

interaction between pre and post testing and experimental and control 

groups. 

Analysis of variance of expressed control scores revealed pre and 

post test results varied significantly at the .03 level (see Table 4), 

No other significance was noted on the expressed control measure of 

the FIRO-B. 

Analysis of variance for Wanted Control found the highest F of 

2.21 related to pre and post testing. As with Expressed Control analysis 

of variance, the three variables experimental/control groups, husbands/ 

wives, and pre/post testing yielded very low F ratios (.01). 
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This analysis indicates almost no interaction across any of the 

three groups. Neither husbands/wives or experimental/control groups 

showed much change in scores. More change was noted between pre and 

post test scores (F=2.21), but this did not attain significance. 

Regarding Express Affection (Table 6), two F's of .00 were 

obtained indicating absolutely no differences among the variables. These 

were associated with interaction between experimental and control groups 

and husbands and wives and interestingly, with pre and post testing. 

The highest F obtained, a 1.80 was revealed in regard to all three 

variables, analysis of variance. Again, no significant interaction was 

noted among any of the variables or any combination thereof. 

As with 5 of 6 previously mentioned analyses. Table 7 also noted 

no significant differences among variables. All F's obtained appear to 

be low with the range being .00 to .26. The interaction of pre and post 

testing with husbands and wives yielded F equal to .00, while the in

teraction of experimental and control groups with pre and post testing 

analysis revealed an F equal to .26. 

Notably, F ratios obtained from analyzing pre and post tests on 

the FIRO-B seem to indicate a trend for these two variables to account 

for a sizeable portion of the variance. However, in only one case 

(the Expressed Control Analysis), did pre and post test results yield an 

F statistic of significance. 

A possible explanation that the only significant F was obtained 

in the Expressed Control area may be related to the fact that acceptance 

was the basic emphasis in the group sessions, as opposed to control. 
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It was not surprising, therefore, that reported changes would occur 

in the Expressed Control measure more frequently due to the fact that 

it was a major emphasis of group procedure. Acceptance was a basic 

norm established by the group of married college couples. Respondents 

wanted to show socially desirable behaviors, thus this high need for 

acceptance may have affected the lack of need to be concerned with the 

control or decision making factor, thus allowing for significant change 

to occur. 

Two factors that may have influenced the lack of measurable 

perception and behavior changes were the size of the group and the number 

of sessions. Nine couples composed the group; thus, it was difficult for 

one facilitator to consistently involve the total group in the various 

exercises. It may be that due to the lack of involvement, the parti

cipants were not given or confronted with the possibility of change as 

would have been possible with a smaller number of participants. The 

researcher contends that intensive involvement is needed by each person 

to allow for the best possibility of reported change. 

It seems logical that more sessions would also have allowed for 

more reported change. This observation is based on the fact that the 

research was dealing with characteristics established and reinforced over 

a long period of time. One would suspect that such traits might be 

difficult to alter even with repeated attempts. Based on the limited 

change that did occur, although excellent rapport was established, it 

appears that the limited number of sessions may be responsible for the 

small degree of change that was reported. 

The research appeared to have offered one significant fact. 
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Although the participants reported week to week changes that were 

occurring in their marital relationships and with themselves, the data 

did not substantiate these personal reports. The research may show that 

what is often reported as personality, behavior or perception change 

within groups of this type is, in reality, a cathartic experience 

allowing a person or couple to deal with repressed feelings. It appears 

that individuals or couples are changing v^en, in effect, what may be 

happening is a releasing of emotions. Because this is done in the 

presence of the spouse and in a climate of acceptance, it may be that 

the person actually believes he has changed. The data, however, report 

limited behavioral change; thus, the conclusion that emotional cathartic 

experiences are often mistaken for significant change in other areas. 

It is believed that several factors limited the potential change 

in this research project. The continued awareness that the participants 

were a part of a research project appeared to have made the individuals 

more cautious and, in fact, may have diminished the possibility of 

change. Another factor that appeared to be limiting was the researcher 

assuming the role of facilitator. A facilitator who was not as concerned 

with the total project, particularly with data collection and inter

pretation, may have been able to offer a more conducive climate for 

perception and behavior change. This observation is based on the fact 

that the facilitator was extremely cautious, thus discouraging risk 

and, perhaps, limiting the possibility of change. 

The strength of the study appeared to be that it offered some 

important information. It attempted to investigate the value of marital 

enrichment groups as an agent of change. This research project is one 
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of four in the literature reviewed. The researcher contends that the 

marital growth group emphasis is most popular in our culture and that 

this study offers some new insights that, hopefully, will allow for 

a more objective evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of this 

approach. 

Two additional findings emerge out of this study. First, the 

study revealed that married college couples are eager to participate 

in this type of group endeavor. This is an important finding for those 

professionals who are interested in strengthening the marriages of 

university students. The study indicates this model is acceptable to 

married students. Secondly, it was learned that behavior can be 

measured in a marital enrichment group. This was a significant finding 

due to the fact that only one reported study indicated that behavior 

could be measured in the marital group approach. 

The researcher suggests additional research is needed utilizing 

the marital enrichment group. As a result of this study, it is 

suggested that future researchers consider working v/ith more than one 

group. This would allow for a greater variety of statistical techniques 

to be employed to analyze the data. It is further suggested that more 

sensitive measuring instruments be used and a greater number of variables 

be measured. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMIIARY AND CONCLUSION 

The data analyzed indicates that no significant behavioral dif

ferences can be found when comparing members of a college couples marital 

enrichment group to a control group of married college couples on the 

measures used in this study. 

When viewing expressed decision making behavior as measured by 

the control scale of the FIRO-B, data indicated a minor tendency for 

participation in a marital enrichment group to effect behavioral 

differences at a significant level. 

Though no statistically significant difference was found in 

socializing behavior (Inclusion scale of FIRO-B) among participants in 

a marital enrichment group. Expressed Inclusion scores superficially 

appear to be affected more by the experience of the enrichment group than 

was found on Wanted Inclusion scores. In the Wanted Inclusion area, pre 

and post testing appear to affect couple's socializing behavior very 

little. 

Finally, regarding Expressed and Wanted Affectionate behavior, 

participating in a marital enrichment group revealed a minor trend for 

this participation to affect Affectionate behavior. Still, hov7ever, no 

statistically significant differences can be noted. Therefore, the data 

do not support the first hypothesis. 

Regarding the effect of participating in a marital enrichment 
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on role perception, no statistically significant difference can be 

found among experimental and control groups. Again, a slight tendency 

can be noted to pre and post testing noting the importance of partici

pating in a marital enrichment group. Data regarding hypothesis two 

do not support the hypothesis. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study revealed no significant differences among variables 

with one previously mentioned exception, (Expressed Control). Thus, 

the investigator finds variables in retrospect wliich might have strengthened 

this study. 

First, the enrichment group was run on the assumption that teaching 

participants how to improve communication skills would yield significant 

measurable behavior change on the FIRO-B, Perhaps more weight on behavior 

modification techniques would have yielded such a result. 

Secondly, the use of more role playing techniques might have re

sulted in a significant measurable perception difference. This researcher 

elected instead to use encounter methods to heighten the participants 

awareness of his or her role perception discrepancy in an effort to 

instill an internal focus of motivation for perception change. 

Thirdly, the element of time might be explored more fully in any 

duplication of this research. This writer's clinical intuition suggests 

that an enrichment group of longer duration might have yielded statis

tically significant results more readily. 

Two additional considerations seem worthwhile. First, the use 
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of an instrument dealing with communication skills might possibly have 

been more fully indicative of the group's movement or change. Secondly, 

a larger number of participants or multiple groups might have increased 

the likelihood of significant results related to perception and behavior 

change. 

Subjective Evaluation 

The basic concept of the marital enrichment group was to create 

a climate of trust, openness, and acceptance within the group. Based 

on the facilitator's impression and the written, taped and verbal 

feedback from participants, this researcher contends significant progress 

was made toward creating a climate of acceptance. 

From a subjective viewpoint, the research experience appears to 

offer some important educational and therapeutic information. FIRST, 

it was immediately obvious that an atmosphere of trust must be 

established before the couples were comfortable participating in the 

various learning experiences. Although the data do not support this 

assumption, the investigator assumes learning is more effective in a 

community characterized by trust. 

Secondly, the group moved to a particular level and remained there 

until midway through the third session, at \^ich time one person began 

to expose some personal feelings about herself and her marriage. 

Following this disclosure, the group became more open and other couples 

were better able to communicate feelings, both positive and negative. 

The important concept that was learned has to do with individuals being 

willing to take personal risk in a group of this nature before other 
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members will become involved at a deep emotional leve. Eight couples 

indicated the personal disclosure on the part of the one individual was 

the positive turning point in the group. This researcher believes this 

type awareness is significant information for persons who have interest 

in marital enrichment groups. 

Thirdly, the week to week self-report by couples indicated the 

group was helpful to their marriages. Some of the areas that were 

reported improved during and following the enrichment group experience 

were improved communication between spouses, fourteen individuals reported 

a feeling of more self-confidence, five couples indicated more satisfactory 

sexual relations. It would be naive to assume the enrichment group was 

totally responsible for the reported improvements, however, based on the 

tapes, X'Tritten, and verbal evaluation, it appears appropriate to assume 

the group may have assisted in some of the reported change. 

Finally, the facilitator believes two important needs were met by 

the group experience. First, the high need of young married college 

couples to experience community among their peers \7as evidenced by the 

fact the group has continued to meet on an informal social basis. 

Secondly, participants reported relief in discovering that their peers 

were experiencing similar difficulties and frustrations in their marital 

relationships. 



TABLE 1 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR 

DISCREPANCY OF INDEX OF MARITAL STRAIN SCORES 

Source 

Between Subjects 

A 

Subjects within 
groups 

SS 

40.11 

544.78 

df 

1 

16 

MS 

40.11 

34.05 

F 

1,18 

Within Subjects 

B 

AB 

B (Subjects 
within groups) 

Total 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/VJives 

53,77 

4.00 

617.22 
1 

1259.89 

r-l 

1 

16 

35 

53,77 

4,00 

38.57 

1.39 

.104 

35 



36 

TABLE 2 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

FOR EXPRESSED INCLUSION 

Source 

Between 

A 

C 

AC 

Subjects 

Subjects within 
groups 

Within Subjects 

B 

AB 

BC 

ABC 

B (Subjects mthin 
groups) 

SS 

4.50 

4,50 

2.00 

.06 

123.56 

9.39 

3.55 

.06 

3.55 

188.45 

df 

1 

1 

1 

32 

1 

1 

1 

1 

32 

MS 

4.50 

2.00 

.06 

3.86 

9.39 

3.54 

.06 

3.55 

5.89 

F 

1.17 

.52 

.01 

1.60 

.60 

.01 

.60 

Total 355,11 71 4.72 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/Wives 
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TABLE 3 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

FOR V7A1̂ TED INCLUSION 

Source 

Between Subjects 

A 

C 

AC 

Subjects within 
groups 

SS 

.68 

1.68 

.01 

343.00 

df 

1 

1 

1 

32 

MS 

.68 

1.68 

.01 

10.7188 

F 

.06 

.16 

.00 

Within Subjects 

B 

AB 

BC 

ABC 

B (Subjects 
within groups) 

1.68 

11.68 

.35 

10.12 

385.67 

1 

1 

1 

1 

32 

1.68 

11.68 

.35 

10.12 

12.05 

.14 

.97 

.03 

.84 

Total 754.87 71 10.63 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/Wives 



TABLE 4 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

FOR EXPRESSED CONTROL 

38 

Source SS df MS 

Between Subjects 

AC 

Subjects within 
groups 

Within Subjects 

4.50 

.88 

1,39 

168.22 

1 

1 

1 

32 

4.50 

,88 

1,39 

5,257 

.85 

.17 

.26 

B 

AB 

BC 

ABC 

B ( S u b j e c t s 
w i t h i n g r o u p s ) 

34,72 

14.22 

2.72 

,22 

255.11 

1 

1 

1 

1 

32 

34.722 

14.22 

2.72 

.22 

7,97 

4.36VC 

1.78 

.34 

.03 

Total 482.00 71 

^Significant at .05 level 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/Wives 
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TABLE 5 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE T/iBLE 

FOR WANTED CONTROL 

Source 

Between Subjects 

A 

C 

AC 

Subjects within 
groups 

SS 

5.56 

1.39 

2.0 

180.56 

df 

1 

1 

1 

32 

MS 

5,56 

1.39 

2.0 

5.64 

F 

.98 

.26 

,35 

Within Subjects 

B 

AB 

BC 

ABC 

B (Subjects 
within groups) 

14.22 

4.50 

5.56 

.06 

205.67 

1 

1 

1 

1 

32 

14.22 

4.50 

5.56 

.06 

6.43 

2.21 

.70 

.86 

.01 

Total 419.50 71 5.91 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/Wives 
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TABLE 6 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

FOR EXPRESSED AFFECTION 

Source 

Between Subjects 

A 

C 

AC 

Subjects id.thin 
groups 

SS 

2.35 

1.68 

.01 

249,78 

df 

1 

1 

1 

32 

MS 

2.35 

1.68 

.01 

7.80 

F 

,30 

.22 

Within Subjects 

B 

AB 

BC 

ABC 

B (Subjects 
within groups) 

.01 

1,68 

3,12 

8,68 

154.00 

1 

1 

1 

1 

32 

.01 

1.68 

3,12 

8.68 

4.81 

.00 

.35 

.65 

1.80 

Total 421.32 71 5.93 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/VJives 
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TABLE 7 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

FOR WANTED AFFECTION 

Source 

Between Subjects 

A 

C 

AC 

Subjects within 
groups 

1.68 

1.68 

.68 

233.12 

1 

1 

1 

32 

1.68 

1,68 

.68 

7.28 

.23 

.23 

.09 

Within Subjects 

B 

AB 

BC 

ABC 

B (Subjects 
within groups) 

.68 

1.68 

.01 

.13 

202.00 

1 

1 

1 

1 

32 

.68 

1.68 

.01 

.13 

6.32 

.11 

.26 

.00 

.02 

Total 441.65 71 6.22 

Legend: A = Experimental/Control Groups 
B = Pre/Post Testing 
C = Husbands/Wives 
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APPENDIX I 

Population Sample 

Married College Couples 

Texas Tech University 

January - May, 1973 

Name 

1. Carolyn Acres 

2. Michael Adams 

3. Kelly Adkins 

4. Robert Ahrens 

5. Ruben Albares 

6. Billy Alexander 

7. Michael Allaire 

8. Kenneth Allen 

9. Alvin Anderson 

10, Nancy Anderson 

11, Robert Anderson 

12, Deborah Archer 

13, Randy Arnole 

14, Kermit Ashby 

15, Joe Atnip 

16, Thomas Aylor 

17, Jerome Bacarro 

18, Rebecca Bagberly 

Phone 

765-6745 

747-4874 

298-2211 

792-1821 

747-5979 

792-3926 

794-8836 

762-2479 

795-6614 

762-8175 

799-7292 

763-3619 

744-1678 

799-1102 

762-3727 

792-7029 

792-8662 

765-6758 
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19, Donald Baker 

20, Lee Ann Baker 742-7220 

21, Barbara Balentine 792-5696 

22, Dennis Ballew 763-1489 

23, Edwin Bane 763-3992 

24, Scott Barker 792-0469 

25, Ralph Barnett 762-2630 

26, Roland Barrera 762-2630 

27, Garry Bartee 762-8208 

28, Patsy Bates 253-2650 

29, Sherry Baxter 762-4864 

30, Audrey Bean 792-2908 

31, Charlynn Beason 747-7568 

32, Harvey Beauchamp 792-0834 

33, David Bedfore 762-5776 

34, Lowell Bell 792-8856 

35, Sandra Benbow 797-2218 

36, Perry Bennett 792-4188 

37, Patsy Berglan 

38, Lynette Berrier 

39, John Berry 

40, Michael Besedick 

41, Melvin Billups 

42, Beverly Black 

43, Michael Black 

44, Danny Blackwell 

799-0474 

747-6743 

839-2387 

799-5858 

763-7729 

762-8528 

792-7317 

799-4580 
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45. Sherry Blair 747-6847 

46. M. Blevins 792-6934 

47. Michael Blumn 792-9224 

48. Linda Bohannon 762-2323 

49. Miller Bonner 797-2219 

50. Michael Boothe 763-6285 

51. Ronald Bowden 797-2229 

52. Gerald Bowman 792-2011 

53. Patricia Box 792-1892 

54. Williard Boyd 747-1952 

55. Deborah Bradshaw 799-5347 

56. Keitha Brannick 885-2600 

57. Suzanne Brasher 765-9706 

58. William Breland 747-9829 

59. Henry Brewer 747-7329 

60. Rhonda Briley 765-9653 

61. Rhonda Broach 763-1227 

62. Carl Brooks 792-0864 

63. David Brown 747-9385 

64. Donna Brown 762-2442 

65. Janel Brown 762-3782 

66. Wanda Brown 795-6558 

67. Vaughn Brozek 747-7930 

68. Douglas Bruton 747-7366 

69. Linda Bryant 744-6825 
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70. Vickie Bryant 744-5264 

71. Rube Buchanan 797-3138 

72. John Bullock 762-5225 

73. Shannon Burchett 747-0589 

74. Paul Burleson 236-6858 

75. Mona Kay Burran 762-4233 

76. Allen Butler 792-7324 

77. Randall Cahill 792-0813 

78. Dewight Callens 744-6209 

79. Charles Campbell 762-2489 

80. Susan Campbell 792-0361 

81. Lois Carpenter 797-2541 

82. Kay Caviness 797-1953 

83. Margaret Chilton 799-6909 

84. Kay Clemmer 747-3943 

85. Helen Coker 762-3403 

86. Randy Combs 747-9965 

87. Edward Cooper 799-5657 

88. Sam Crawford 795-5691 

89. Carolyn Dahlgren 762-4798 

90. Ginger Davis 799-8420 

91. Arthur Dewitt 744-3948 

92. Shirley Douglas 746-6023 

93. Karen Dlinson 795-1755 

94. Randy Ellis ^95-1428 

95. Richard Evans 763-2744 
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96. Lorrie Farris 792-2002 

97. Jack Fisher 742-8767 

98. Larry Fox 744-3236 

99. James Gannon 799-0146 

100. Tom Gay 747-9348 

101. James Giles 762-2057 

102. Adam Gonzalez 792-1215 

103. Ricky Grauke 795-4730 

104. Roy Greer 792-9840 

105. Bentley Gw3m 747-5404 

106. Wanda Hand 757-8850 

107. Eddie Harris 795-4534 

108. Phillips Hay 795-9267 

109. Branda Henderson 747-5869 

110. Leon Hernandez 792-6594 

111. Lonnie Hines 795-1940 

112. Everett Hollar 747-4997 

113. Jeannie Horn 762-2503 

114. Linda Huff 747-4420 

115. Gregory Hutson 792-1508 

116. Linda Riley 747-8223 

117. Phillip Johnson 744-2037 

118. Richard Johnston 792-6644 

119. Harriett Kaberline 795-5189 

120. Dana Kenney 792-8232 

121. Bryan King 795-4408 
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122. Jerry Kochaniuk 765-6946 

123. Mark Lamb 747-6820 

124. Tom Lavin 763-0708 

125. Nancy Lewis 763-3621 

126. Mike Longanecker 747-5605 

127. Patricia Luchsinger 762-2689 

128. Garry Mahan 763-8375 

129. Donna Massey 792-1377 

130. Dahrl McCain 747-8766 

131. Milton McDaniel 763-0760 

132. Karen McMahon 795-2818 

133. Roberto Medina 762-9546 

134. Larry Minyard 763-6631 

135. Candace Monroe 795-8536 

136. Arthur Morris 747-8002 

137. Edmund Mudge 765-5062 

138. Vicki Nash 763-2988 

139. Sharon Newill 885-2209 

140. Sue Nunnally 762-1472 

141. Linda Ott 

142. Stephen Park 

143. Shirley Patty 

144. Vivian Pendleton 

145. Larry Philley 

146. Wanda Plott 

147. James Prestidge 

795-6793 

744-7249 

792-1869 

744-6344 

866-4344 

797-2644 

747-7042 



148. Jerrel Putman 
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762-3365 

149. Danny Reed 792-6993 

150. Norman Reuther 

151. Eliud Rios 

152. Otis Robinson 

742-7107 

795-5737 

797-2597 

153. Barry Rose 762-2360 

154. George Runyan 792-7301 

155. Stephen Scapecchi 765-9897 

156. Roy Scott 762-3877 

157. Bobbie Shaw 763-3208 

158. Theresa Shouse 762-1003 

159. Richard Sisk 747-6266 

160. Charles Smith 799-2851 

161. Paul Smith 799-2851 

162. John Sorelle 744-3287 

163. John St. Clair 797-1862 

164. Barry Stewart 797-1722 

165. Charlotte Stuard 795-5045 

166. Wendell Swisher 795-4446 

167. Don Taylor 792-1872 

168. Bobby Thomas 792-7769 

169. Charles Tibbels 792-8535 

170. Gary Townsend 792-8787 

171. Celeste Unfred 795-7667 

172. Robert Viney 747-5367 

173. Terry Walkup 747-0835 
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174. Ted Warren 
792-9648 

175. Jane Webb 
742-8579 

176. Catherine Westbrook 
747-1170 

177. Gary White 
795-9938 

178. William Wigley 
^ ^ 799-8524 

179. Walton Williams 
763-7443 

180. Robert V7ilson 
765-5401 

181. Donald Womack ,,, ^ 
744-3485 

182. Jack Wright ^^_^^^^ 
183. Herbert Young „^,2064 
184. Teresa Zoller 

185. MarkSweig ^^^.3333 
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APPENDIX II 

PERSONAL DATA SHEET 
MARITAL ENRICHMENT RESEARCH PROJECT 
CLAUDE D, DOLLINS, GPĴ DUATE STUDENT 
ROBERT LARSON, Ph.D., CHAIRM/.N 

Name 
Last First Middle 

Social Security Number 

College Address 

Phone 

Age Classification Major 

Date of Marriage 

Parent's Names 

Living Together_ Deceased Divorced Separated 
(Give date if deceased, divorced, or separated) 

Father's Age Education Occupation 

Mother's Age 

Brothers 

Education Occupation 

Ages Sisters Ages_ 

How long was your engagement?^ 

Have you ever participated in a communication type group' 

Yes No 

Are you employed^ Location Phone 

Is your spouse employed?^ Location Phone 

Is your spouse enrolled in Texas Tech?_ Classification 
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APPENDIX III 

MARITAL ENRICH!>IENT GROUP 

GUIDELINES 

A, Purpose of the Group. The primary purpose of the group will be to 
attempt to improve communication between husbands and wives. The 
areas to be covered verbally and non verbally are communication 
skills, spouse perception, individual and group behavior. 

B. Leadership in the Group. Claude Dollins vjill serve as facilitator. 
As leader, his function is to put his knowledge of groups and his 
experience in groups at the service of this group. He is a resource 
person, not a super-member. He is someone like you, interested in 
improving his marital communication skills by involving himself with 
you. 

C, The Laboratory Nature of the Group Experience. The Experience you are 
about to enter is called a laboratory for a number of reasons. Part 
of the contract is to accept the experience as a laboratory. This 
is what a laboratory entails: 

(1) Learning by doing. You will learn how to relate to others 
more effectively by actually relating. You will see your
self in action and you will talk about the ways in which 
you relate to the other members of the group. 

(2) A climate of experimentation. The term "Laboratory" implies 
experimentation. You will experiment with your oi^m behavior, 
attempting to relate to others in new ways. For instance, if 
you are usually quiet and reserved, you may experiment with 
speaking up in the group. For you, this is a new way of 
being present to others. 

(3) Feedback. Your o\m. behavior is the major input in the laboratory 
But trying new ways of behaving is somevjhat useless unless it 
is possible to determine how this behavior strikes others. 
Therefore, you are asked not only to react to others, but to 
tell others how their behavior strikes you. 

D. Rules of Immediacy. If the laboratory experience is to be extensive, 
it must be as immediate as possible. 

(1) The here and now. Deal with the here and now rather than the 
there and then, \^en you do talk about things that have 
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happened or are happening outside the group, do so in such a 
way as to make them relevant to what is happening in the 
group. Talking about people and things outside the group is 
sometimes a way of fleeing from more intensive group inter
action. 

(2) Avoid generalities. When you speak, try to be concrete and 
specific. Do not make speeches to the ^^ole group. Speeches 
addressed to everybody tend to be addresses to nobody. In 
summary, use "I" when you mean "I;" be concrete, avoiding 
vagueness and generalities. 

(3) Do not "siphon off" issues of concern to the group. Sometimes 
group members get together in two and threes and work through 
issues that have arisen within the group. There is nothing 
wrong with this provided you summarize to the group what has 
taken place. If the issues come up within the group, then, 
in some sense, they belong to it. 

£• The Core Interactions. You are asked, then, to engage in the following 
kinds of activity in the group: 

(1) Self-Disclosure. You are asked to be open about yourself. This 
means that you are to talk about yourself in such a way as to 
get the real you (rather than a facade) across to others. You 
are not asked to reveal your past life or your darkest secrets. 
You are important, not your secrets. What you say about yourself 
should encourage others to "come in"; that is, self-disclosure 
should constitute a kind of invitation to others to involve 
themselves with you. 

Self-disclosure must be in keeping with the here and now rule. 
If you talk about your past, you should do so because it tells 
something about the kind of person you are here and now in this 
group. If you talk about how you are outside the group, the, 
too, should be made relevant to the you that is in the group. 
That is, self-disclosure should stimulate interaction with 
others. 

(2) The manner of expressing feeling. Too often, we swallow our 
feelings (for instance, our anger) only to let them filter out 
in rather unproductive ways (we become cold or uncooperative, 
we make snide remarks or remain silent, etc). There is another 
possibility, however: Speak frankly about your emotion-laden 
contacts with one another. For instance, if you are angry, 
instead of just blowing up or siv-'allowing your anger, let the 
other know that you are angry and would like to work it through: 
"John, I'm really angry with what you said, but I'd like to 
tell you why and get some response from you. If possible, I 
want to work this out with you here." 
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(3) Listening. Listening does not mean just hearing words and sen
tences and understanding their meaning; rather, it means reaching 
out for what another has to say; it means listening to persons 
rather than just ideas. Learning to pick up all the cues that 
others emit, both verbal and nonverbal, is part of listening. 
Facial expressions, gestures, a shrug of the shoulders, bodily 
positions--all of these are sources of communication. 

(4) Support. It is difficult for people to "Put themselves on the 
line," that is, to engage in meaningful self-disclosure and 
to express feelings responsibly. \>Jhen you and the other members 
of the group do make sincere attempts, then you need support. 
It is assumed that you are basically supportive, that is, that 
you have some kind of basic acceptance of others simply because 
they are; otherwise you would not want to engage in an experience 
for interpersonal growth. 

Support is the gift of one's person and not the fulfillment of a 
convention. Learning to be present to others in meaningful 
support is one of the most important tasks of the group 
experience. 

(5) Confronting others. Sometimes you will find it impossible to 
agree with what another person is saying or doing. If this is 
true, tell him so as honestly as you can, and tell him why. This 
is confrontation. Confrontation is basically, an invitation to 
another to examine or reflect upon his behavior "in community", 
that is, in the context of the group. The way you confront, 
however, is very important: the cardinal rule is that you 
should confront another because you are concerned about him and 
want to involve yourself with him. Confrontation is not just 
irresponsible "telling a person off." Responsible confrontation 
is an invitation to self-examination, not an act of punishment. 

(6) Responding to confrontation. If confrontation is responsible, 
that is, if it really is an invitation to self-examination, 
then obviously the best response is self-examination. However, 
when we are confronted, even by someone who is concerned for us 
and wants to involve himself with us, our instinctive response 
is often two-fold; to defend ourselves and to attack the 
confronter. That is, we respond to the punitive side effects 
of confrontation instead of to the confrontation itself. There
fore, try to listen to what the one confronting is really 
saying and not just to the feelings he is evoking in you. 

F. A Stance Against Flight. Engaging in the kinds of interactions des
cribed above is not easy, and therefore, we find ways of running away 
from group process. We tend to run away because we are anxious, 
because vze prefer not to know the truth about ourselves, because 
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it is painful, perhaps, to be the object of another's concern. You 
are asked, then, to take a stance against all the different forms 
of flight from intimate group interaction: calling upon humor 
whenever things get too serious, keeping one's feelings to oneself, 
spending a good deal of time on intellectualized interpretations 
of the behavior of others. You must become sensitive to the ways 
you flee group process and to the different ways in ̂ -Thich the group 
as a whole tends to flee (e.g., by tacitly deciding not to talk 
about certain subjects). Silence and withdrawal are types of 
flight. 

G. Conclusion. Try not to expect either too much or too little from 
the group. The only way you can really learn about the possibilities 
of the group experience is by giving yourself to it. 


