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ABSTRACT 

As partially evidenced by the current divorce rate and violence 

in the home, the quality and stability of marriage in the United States 

appears to be on a continuing decline. The resulting broken and dis

turbed homes have an adverse effect on the children involved. In an ef

fort to increase marital quality, and thus slow down this trend, the mar

riage enrichment movement was introduced to this country in the early 

1960's. The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of two 

marriage enrichment retreat models on marital satisfaction and communi

cation. During February to September, 1981, five marriage enrichment 

retreats were conducted for Southern Baptist churches in Idaho, New 

Mexico, and Texas. Seventeen of the couples involved attended retreats 

using a Social Exchange Model, specially designed for this stud̂ /. The 

same number participated in Basic Model retreats. This model is cur

rently in use by the Family Ministry Department of the Southern Baptist 

Convention. The remaining 21 couples who participated in the study were 

members of a Control Group and did not attend a retreat. At the begin

ning and ending of each retreat, and six weeks later, the participants 

completed the Dyadic Adjustment Scale and the Marital Communicacion In

ventory. A similar time frame was followed in securing these instruments 

from members of the Control Group. An analysis of the data revealed a 

significant treatment effect at both posttest and follow-up assessments. 

Those who participated in the retreats showed a greater change from 
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pretest to later tests, with the Social Exchange Model producing the 

greatest change. The effects of sex, age, length of marriage, and mar

ital developmental stage of the subjects were also studied. Age and 

length of marriage produced significant effects, but sex and develop

mental stage did not. 

vi: 



LIST OF TABLES 

1. Characteristics of Participant Groups 4 / 

2. Comparison of the Social Exchange Model and Basic 
Model Retreats 4 9 

3. Means and Standard Deviations for the Handling 
Problems Change Scale by Treatment and Sex 61 

4. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, by Treatment 
and Sex 6 5 

5. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, by 
Treatment and Sex 66 

6. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, by Treatment 
and Age 68 

7. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, by 
Treatment and Age 6 9 

8. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, by Treatment 
and Length of Marriage 71 

9. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, by 
Treatment and Length of Marriage 7 2 

10. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, by Treatment 
and Marital Developmental Stage 74 

11. Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, by 
Treatment and Marital Developmental Stage 76 

Vlll 



LIST OF FIGURES 

1. A Theory of Marital Quality and Marital Stability 15 

2. An Exchange Typology of Marital Quality and Stability . . . . 17 

3. Experimental and Control Group Means on the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale 63 

4. Experimental and Control Group Means on the Marital 
Communication Inventory 64 

IX 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

As partially evidenced by the current divorce rate and violence 

in the home, the quality and stability of marriage in the United States 

appear to be on a continuing decline. The resulting broken and dis

turbed homes have an adverse effect on the children involved. 

Divorce Rate 

Kephart (1977) points out that in the United States the popula

tion growth experienced a six-fold increase during the period 1867 to 

1975, but divorces increased more than 17 times as fast as the popula

tion. After levelling off for a year (in 1977), the nation's divorce 

rate continued its upward climb (NCHS, 1981a). The final statistics 

for 1979 disclosed 1,181,000 divorces—up 51,000 over 1978. Prelimi

nary figures for 1980 indicate an increase over 1979 (NCHS, 1981b). 

The national divorce rate per 1,000 total population was 5.4 in 

1979, compared with 5.2 for 1978 and 5.0 for both 1976 and 1977. The 

1979 rate set a record and was 2.5 times the rate in 1959. The 1979 

divorce rate per 1,000 married women in the population was the highest 

ever observed—22.8. It has more than doubled in 12 years. For the 

past 20 years the divorce rate for married women has increased every 

year except 1960, 1962, and 1977. 



In the area including Arkansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 

Texas, the 1979 divorce rate was higher than the national average. It 

ranged from 6.9 per 1,000 total population in Texas to 9.3 in Arkansas. 

Spouse Abuse 

Moore (1979) reports that wife abuse, another indicator of low 

marital quality, is probably the most under-reported crime in the United 

States. In Kansas City, Missouri, in 1976 the Police Department re

vealed that 90% of family homicides had been preceded by at least one 

call to the Police Department. Washtenaw County, Michigan, reports that 

35% of all assault cases are wife assault. Over a nine-month period in 

Dade County Florida, 1,000 cases of battered women were handled. The 

Wife Assault Task Force in Montgomery County, Maryland, recorded 650 in

cidents during its first year of operation. One county in Michigan re

ported that 42.4% of all assault complaints in a five-month period were 

wife assault. Brooklyn Legal Services' records for 1976 showed that 57% 

of the women filing for divorce complained of physical assaults for ap

proximately four years before seeking divorce. In 1971, 37% of the fe

males filing for divorce in Cleveland, Ohio, complained of physical 

abuse. 

Approximately 40% of homicides in the United States involved 

spouses killing spouses. Nationwide estimates predict that up to 60% 

of American families will experience interspousal violence during the 

course of a relationship. The FBI estimates that wife abuse occurs 

three times as frequently as sexual assault, and that probably these are 

reported less than 10% of the time. Using these estimates, a case of 



wife abuse would occur about every 18 seconds somewhere in the United 

States. 

Fleming (1979) reports similar statistics in various parts of 

the country. She mentions husband abuse, also, but found that the 

literature on abuse shows this to be a minor problem as compared to 

wife abuse. She gives this example. From July through December, 1977, 

Crisis Centers in New York City public hospitals, staffed by both men 

and women, counseled 1,000 patients who received medical treatment. Of 

these, 490 were battered wives and two were battered husbands. 

Lobsenz (.1981) shows husband abuse to be more prevalent. Ac

cording to a major study of domestic violence by three experts in the 

field, over two million men suffer assaults by their wives each year. 

Twice as many wives as husbands throw objects at their spouses, and 

women kick and hit their partners more than men do. In Los Angeles, 

15% of all domestic violence cases handled by the district attorney's 

office involved abused husbands. The victims were mainly older men 

married to younger women. A Florida man was recently acquitted after 

he killed his wife because she had beaten, stabbed, shot, and hurled 

acid at him during their four years of marriage. 

Bowerman (1978) reports that approximately one-fourth of all 

murders in the United States occur within the family, and half of these 

were husb.and-wife killings. One-fourth of American couples engage in 

an episode of violence during their relationship; 16% occur each year, 

and 10% involve extreme admitted physical abuse. 

Longtain (.1979) reports that though marriage is no longer con

sidered a master/slave pattern, with the husband as possessor of the 



wife, wife battering still exists, as does husband battering. She al

leges that "violence growing out of frustration or feelings of inade

quacy or anger exists in all social strata" (p. 1). 

Moore (1979) describes the batterers in this way: 

They tend not to be stereotypical of a criminal or psychopath. 
They are from all walks of life; they hold good positions in the 
community; they serve on our courts, in our police agencies, in 
our mental health institutions; they are our psychologists, as 
well as our lawyers, judges, and legislators. This makes it not 
only difficult to recognize a batterer but often difficult to be
lieve when you meet him (p. 62). 

Effect on Children 

Kephart (1977) explains that in the early part of this century 

minor children were not involved in most divorces. For example, in 

1922 only 34% of the divorce actions involved minor children. Recent 

statistics show an increase to 60%. The actual number of children af

fected by divorce in 1922 was only 93,000 whereas the figure has now 

passed the million-children-a-year mark.' 

Final data for 1979 (NCHS, 1981a) show that an estimated 

1,181,000 children (averaging one per couple) under 18 years of age 

were involved in divorces. This figure has more than tripled since 

1957. The proportion of children in the total population that are in

volved in the 1979 divorces set a record high of 18.9 per 1,000 

children, as compared to 6.4 in 1957. 

Lamb (1977) states that the children of divorced parents, as 

compared with children of intact families, are "at risk" for psycholog

ical damage. Other studies have supported this view. 

A 1979-1980 study made by the National Association of Elemen

tary School Principals (NAESP) and the Institute for Development of 



Educational Activities (One-Parent Kids, 1980), involving 18,000 ele

mentary and secondary school students in 14 states, indicated that 

single-parent students are more likely to suffer academic and behavior 

troubles than their peers. Forty percent of the one-parent elementary 

school children surveyed rank as low achievers as compared to only 24% 

of two-parent children. The figures for secondary school are 34% and 

22% respectively. 

One-parent students are consistently more likely to be late to 

school, truant and subject to disciplinary action. The report also 

reveals that in secondary school three times as many single-parent 

students are expelled and twice as many drop out of school. Paul L. 

Houts of NAESP said: 

These disturbing findings suggest how seriously family dissolution 
can impair children's school performance. It is clear from our 
research so far that these children require far more help and 
attention from the school than they currently receive (p. 11). 

In reporting on the effects of divorce on children, Kelly and 

Wallerstein (1976) studied 26 children (in their early latency) shortly 

after the divorce of their parents, and one year later. Most of the 

children were making satisfactory adjustments at the end of the year, 

but 23% were judged to be in significantly worsened or deteriorated 

psychological condition. Wallerstein and Kelly (1976) did a similar 

study on 31 children in later latency. At the one-year follow-up, 14 

of the children gave evidence of consolidation into troubled and con

flicted depressive behavior patterns, with, in half of these, more 

open distress and disturbance than at the initial visit. 

Pope and Mueller (1976) reported that their research indicates 

an intergenerational transmission effect of marital instability. 



Children from parental homes disrupted by divorce tend to divorce more 

than do children from homes disrupted by death. 

Kephart (1977) suggests that although unhappy, unbroken homes 

may have a more harmful effect on children than do broken homes, both 

types may affect children adversely as compared with normal, happy 

homes. 

Forces Involved in tlarital Quality and Stability 

In this time of high divorce rates, understanding the forces 

which hold marriages together or encourage their dissolution is of great 

importance. Lewis and Spanier (1979) point out that there are two basic 

ways in which social scientists have viewed marital success and failure: 

The first approach has been to focus on "marital stability," a term 
which refers to whether a marriage is dissolved by death or by di
vorce, separation, desertion, or annulment. Using this approach, a 
stable marriage is defined as one which is terminated only by the 
natural death of one spouse. An unstable marriage thus is one which 
is willfully terminated by one or both spouses. A second approach 
has focused on the "quality" of marital relationships while they are 
intact. The concepts "marital adjustment," "marital satisfaction," 
"marital happiness," "marital integration," and others have been 
used to describe the quality of marriage relationships (p. 268). 

In reviewing the research of the 1960's, Hicks and Piatt (1970) 

found that two types of marriage co-exist in the United States—the in

stitutional and the companionship. In the institutional marriage, 

adherence to traditional role specifications, customs, and mores, would 

probably be considered the most significant to the success or happiness 

of the marriage. The husband role is held to be more instrumental and 

the wife role the more expressive-integrative. Variables such as high

er occupational statuses, income, and educational levels for husbands; 

husband-wife similarities in socio-economic status, age and relation; 



and religiosity might be expected to be significant for happiness in 

this marital type. 

Companionship marriage places greater emphasis on the affec

tive aspects of the relationship. Emphasis is on personality inter

action. Role specifications are taken for granted and may even be 

added to, but more is expected and even demanded. Companionship and 

expressions of love characterize this pattern. Marital happiness is a 

function of the expressive aspects of the relationship. Variables 

such as esteem (affection) for the spouse, sexual enjoyment, companion

ship, and communication, might be expected to be significant to happi

ness in companionship marriage. 

One study produced a unique finding. Questionnaires completed 

by 4,452 households in Alameda County, California, revealed that people 

rearing children were more likely to be dissatisfied with their mar

riages than people who never had children, or whose children had left 

home, regardless of age, race, or income level. 

In summarizing the research of the sixties. Hicks and Piatt 

conclude: 

Research studies which have continued to focus on those isolated 
variables thought to be related to marital happiness have confirmed 
what was already established: higher occupational statuses, incomes, 
and educational levels for husbands; husband-wife similarities such 
as. socioeconomic status, age, and religion; affectional rewards, 
such, as esteem for spouse, sexual enjoyment, companionship and age 
at marriage are all variables which correlate positively with mari
tal happiness and durability (pp. 68-69). 

Mace C1977) points out that a whole generation has rebelled 

against the crude utilitarian demand that a married couple be treated 

as a statistical "household," an income tax unit, or a baby factory. 



The widely accepted criterion today is that if a couple cannot be happy 

by staying together they will separate or divorce. 

According to Mace, there seems to be something resembling a 

gold rush under way, the object of which is to find a fulfilling dy

adic relationship—whether it be sexual playing around, "shacking up," 

serious cohabitation, or serial or stable monogomy. Since people can 

have no human identity except through what they experience by relating 

one by one to significant others, what they become as persons is almost 

entirely determined by what the sum total of these dyadic relationships 

do to them. 

McMahon (1976) states that marriage in our present society is 

a setup for disaster in many ways, especially for women. He talks 

about the dependence of women with no reasonable way out of their re

lationships, and the resulting neurosis, that occurs for many of them. 

The Marriage Enrichment Movement 

In an effort to increase marital quality, a new movement called 

marriage enrichment (ME) was introduced to the United States in the 

early 1960's by such pioneers as Herbert Otto and David and Vera Mace. 

According to the Maces (1976a), ME is a program "designed for couples 

who have a fairly well functioning marriage but wish to make it more 

mutually satisfying" (p, 323), It does not̂  mean the provision of addi

tives to a marriage (such as used to "enrich" bread, breakfast cereal, 

etc). Rather it provides a climate of growth and potential for couples 

to help them capitalize their existing resources and to draw out a 

capacity for mutual fulfillment and development which is already there. 



Premarital counseling has existed in one form or another for 

many years, as has marriage counseling or therapy, but little help has 

been provided for a couple from the wedding day until serious conflict 

has steered them to the marriage counselor. The Maces give this illus

tration: 

What then is required? The answer was poignantly provided by a 
husband who, surveying the battered wreckage of his marriage, said 
sadly—"I see now that we should have been getting help years ago. 
Why is it that you professional people offer us help before we have 
the experience, and offer us help again when we have had the expe
rience and made a mess of it; but you don't offer us help at the 
time when we are actually having the experience?" (pp. 322-323). 

ME is designed to give the help asked for by this husband. The 

variables that make up a quality and stable marriage are almost innumer

able. Lewis and Spanier (1979) 

systematically examined, evaluated, codified, and reformulated 
virtually all of the empirical and conceptual propositions of social 
scientists who have attempted to investigate the quality and sta
bility of marriage (p. 268). 

Based on this research they formulated a Theory of Marital 

Quality and Stability. A portion of this theory, which is described in 

more detail in Chapter II, was used in designing the Social Exchange 

Model, one of the two retreat formats used in this study. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of two 

marriage enrichment (ME) weekend retreat formats (independent variable) 

on the marital satisfaction and communication of the participants (de

pendent variables), taking into consideration the additional independ

ent variables of sex, age, number of years married, and marital develop

ment stage. 
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Of the two different retreat formats used, one was designed 

specifically for this study—the Social Exchange Model. The other, the 

Basic Model, is currently in use by the Southern Baptist Convention. 

The two formats were used with separate treatment groups, with results 

compared to a non-treatment control group composed of couples who did 

not participate in a retreat. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of the study led naturally to formulation of a 

number of questions: 

1. What effect will a weekend retreat for married couples have 

on the marital satisfaction of the participants? 

2. What effect will a retreat have on the communication of the 

participants? 

3. Will the two retreat formats (compared to each other and to 

a control group) produce significantly different results? 

4. Will the sex, age, number of years married, and marital de

velopment stage affect the outcome? 

Hypotheses 

The study sought answers to the questions above by testing the 

following hypotheses: 

1. There will be a significant difference in marital satisfac

tion and communication between the two treatment groups and a control 

group, as demonstrated by the pretest, posttest, and follow-up test 

scores of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) and the Marital Communica

tion Inventory (MCI). 
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2. The sex of participants will result in a significant dif

ference in the scores of the DAS and MCI. 

3. The age of the participants will result in a significant 

difference, in the scores of the DAS and MCI. 

4. The length of the marriage of the participants will result 

in a significant difference in the scores of the DAS and MCI. 

5. The marital development stage of the participants will re

sult in a significant difference in the scores of the DAS and MCI. 

6. There will be a significant interaction between the treat

ment variables included in Hypothesis 1 and each of the participant 

variables included in Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

Definitions 

Waggener (1977) defines marriage enrichment as any learning or 

personal growth experience that enhances the marital partnership. Since 

it is primarily educational it is preventive in function. It is a proc

ess designed for good marriages to become better marriages. It is an 

educational experience designed for the typical marriage that, though it 

is not unhappy, wants to realize the potential for happiness and fulfill

ment . 

Tae marital developmental stage referred to in Hypothesis 5 has 

to do with the absence or presence of children in the home. As dis

cussed earlier in this chapter. Hicks and Piatt (1970) found that couples 

who had no children or whose children had left home were less likely to 

be dissatisfied with their marriages. 
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Limitations of Study 

Because of the way in which the subjects had to be recruited, 

it was not possible to randomize their distribution to the two treat

ment and control groups. Although a limitation, this condition does 

represent the "real" world and not a sterile clinical environment. 

Of the many retreat formats available, this study was limited 

to only two, and therefore cannot be deemed to be an indication of the 

effectiveness of the whole marriage enrichment movement. 

The retreats were sponsored by Baptist churches, most of the 

subjects were Baptists, and both retreat formats were based on reli

gious principles compatible with Baptist doctrines. The generalizabil-

ity to non-Baptists may be limited because of these factors. 

Since all retreats were lead by the sam.e couple, there was no 

opportunity to study leader bias or effectiveness. 

The number of variables that could have been studied is almost 

innumerable, but only these referred to earlier in this chapter were 

included. 

Meed for Study 

At the time this dissertation was proposed, there was no infor

mation available as to the effectiveness of the Basic Model. Research 

had been initiated by the Research Services Department of the Southern 

Baptist Convention and by a doctoral student at Southwestern Baptist 

Theological Seminary, but no results were available. Since the re

searcher and other Southern Baptist marriage enrichment leaders were 

using this model, there was a definite need to know if it is effective. 
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Including this model in the current study was encouraged by the Family 

Ministry Department of the Southern Baptist Convention. For these 

reasons, the Basic Model was selected as one of the models to be re

searched in this study. 

When leading past Basic retreats, the researcher had heard com

plaints that the Basic model did not contain enough biblical material. 

This was one of the reasons that the Social Exchange Model was designed. 

Another reason for designing the Social Exchange Model was the desire 

to use a theoretical basis for such design. The theory formulated by 

Lewis and Spanier (1979) seemed ideally suited for this purpose. Basing 

a retreat on a differentiating theoretical base was also advocated by 

Smith, Shoffner, and Scott (1979). 

In addition to the above, the overall need for the study is to 

add to the relatively small amount of research that has been done in 

this new and rapidly expanding field. This is especially true with 

church-related ME programs. Only 14% of the studies reviewed by Gurman 

and Kniskern (1977) involved church-related activities. Also, little 

research has been done in connection with the weekend format. Gurman 

and Kniskern found only 24% of the research involved either î /eekend or 

consecutive three-day retreats. 

Chapter II will take a look at the theory used in this study 

and will review the ME literature. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL LITERATURE 

The first section of this review will discuss the theory of 

marital quality and stability used in this study. The following sec

tions will review the history, goals, and models of marriage enrich

ment (ME), research on the effectiveness of ME, suggested future re

search needed, and a summary. 

Theory of Marital Quality and Marital Stability 

One of the ME retreat models used in this study, (see Appendijc 

A) was designed around the "Rewards from Spousal Interaction" portion 

of a Theory of Marital Quality and Marital Stability constructed by 

Lewis and Spanier (1979). The research leading up to this theory re

sulted in the formulation of 74 first-order propositions. These were 

then combined into 13 second-order propositions, and in turn these 13 

were combined into three third-order propositions. These are described 

by Spanier and Lewis (1980) as follows: 

(1) the greater the social and personal resources available for 
adequate marital role functioning, the higher the subsequent mari
tal quality; (2) the greater the spouses' satisfaction with their 
life style, the greater their marital quality; and (3) the greater 
the rewards from spousal interaction, the greater the marital qual
ity (p. 834). 

This theory, based on the Social Exchange Theory, is portrayed 

in Figure 1. Since the goal of the retreat involved was to help couples 

increase their rewards from spousal interaction (thereby enhancing 

14 
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Figure 1. A Theory of Marital Quality and Marital Stability 

Note: From "Marital Quality: A Review of the Seventies" by G. B. 
Spanier and R.A. Lewis, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 1980, 42(4), 
825-839. Copyright 1980 by the National Council on Family Relations. 
Reprinted by permission. 
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marital satisfaction), and due to the limited time available in the 

weekend format, only four propositions were considered: (1) Positive 

Regard for Spouse, (2) Emotional Gratification, (3) Effectiveness of 

Communication, and (4) Amount of Interaction. 

Swensen (1973) gives a concise definition of the Social Ex

change Theory: 

To put it simply, exchange theory sees the interaction between tx̂ o 
people as a function of what each person gets out of the relation
ship; no payoff in the relationship, no relationship. Or, if there 
has been payoff, when the payoff stops, the relationship stops. 
Love and stock manipulation, altruism and huckstering, all are at 
base motivated by the same force: profit (p. 214). 

Nye (1979) refers to this payoff or profit as rewards such as 

pleasures, satisfactions, and gratifications. He further explains: 

In the interests of clarity, I would elaborate this a little to in
clude statuses, relationships, interaction, experiences other than 
interaction, and feelings which provide gratifications to people. 
It includes all things physical, social and psychological that an 
individual would choose in the absence of added costs (p. 2). 

Prior to finalizing their theory as presented in Figure 1, Lewis 

and Spanier (1979) constructed an exchange typology as shoxm in Figure 

2. They suggest that a marital dyad will at some point in time be found 

somewhere in one of the four quadrants shown in the figure. Some cou

ples may move, over time, from one quadrant to another, according to the 

significance of positive and negative intradyadic factors relative to 

positive and negative extradyadic factors. 

The intradyadic factors, which consist of a balance of attrac

tions to the marriage and tensions within the marriage, directly affect 

the quality of the marriage. Some of the attractions might be affec

tional rewards such as esteem for spouse, desire for companionship, or 
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Figure 2. An Exchange Typology of Marital Quality and Stability 

Note: From "Marital Quality: A Review of the Seventies'' by G. 3. 
Spanier and R. A. Lewis, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 1980, 
42(4), 825-839. Copyright 1980 by the Ilational Council on Family Re
lations. Reprinted by permission. 
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sexual enjoyment. Others may be of a socioeconomic nature, such as in

come, home ownership, spouse's occupation or social status. The ten

sions could include conflict and role strain, poor communication, lack 

of cohesion, or disillusionment. 

The extradyadic factors, which consist of a balance of alterna

tive attractions outside the marriage and external pressures acting on 

the marriage, directly affect the stability of the marriage. The al

ternative attractions may include affectional rewards from a preferred 

alternate sex partner, opposing religious affiliations, or economic 

rex>7ards, such as the wife's opportunity for independent income. Strict 

divorce laws, strong social stigma, adherence to restrictive religious 

doctrine, or family pressures against separation or divorce are some'of 

the external pressures that tend to assist with marital stability. 

The following describes a part of the research on which the 

"Rewards from Spousal Interaction" portion of the theory shown in Figure 

1 is based. 

Positive Regard for Spouse 

Luckey (1966) conducted a study of 80 married couples and found 

that a process of disillusionment takes place in marriage over time, 

indicating a negative correlation of marital satisfaction with the 

number of years married. As time went on the couples tended to see less 

desirable personality characteristics in each other. Murstein and 

Glaudin (1968) studied 45 couples receiving marital counseling. They 

found much low regard for each other due to rigidity, always having to 

be right, and carrying chips on their shoulders for fear the other will 
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take advantage of them. Kelly (1941) conducted a study of 76 couples. 

He concluded that the personal satisfaction a husband and wife experi

ence in their relationship is significantly related both to their feel

ing of self-regard and to their judgment of the superiority or inferi

ority of their own personality in comparison to that of the spouse. 

The husband who considers himself very happily married tends to rate 

himself above average, but to rate his wife still higher than himself. 

Likewise, the happily married wife rates herself above average and rates 

her husband still higher. 

Emotional Gratification 

Orlinsky (1972) refers to a form of love that exists in many 

marriages as a quality of "emotional marriage." He describes it as 

neither friendship nor romantic passion: 

It is overtly sexual and sensual, and plainlv or honestly so; but 
it is that within a broader matrix of mutual intimacy, affection, 
domestic collaboration, and emotional comm.itment (p. 138). 

From a social exchange standpoint, even the most personal re

lationships can be viewed as transactions in which the values exchanged 

between partners pertain to their deeper emotional needs. Orlinsky 

emphasizes that this exchange of deeply personal values takes place in 

a love relationship. He states that "each person involved in love 

normally brings to the relationship qualities or characteristics V7hich 

are essential to the personal growth of his partner" (p. 146). He 

identifies in each partner a growth need, a sense of attraction, a re

sponse to the other, a pleasure sense of fulfillment, and finally a 

feelin<> of tenderness or caring as characteristics of this type of Icve. 



20 

If there is a state of reciprocity or balance in the exchange between 

the two partners, obviously marital satisfaction is enhanced. 

Burgess and Locke (1953) conclude that marital compatibility 

or satisfaction correlated with husband-wife attitudes toward sex. 

If both agree that sex is for procreation only, or both agree that sex 

is also something to be engaged in for pleasure, their sexual attitudes 

will tend to unite them. Conflicts and tensions, on the other hand, 

tend to occur if there is a substantial difference in husband-wife at

titudes regarding the purpose of sex, frequency, or desirability of 

preliminary caresses and expression of affection. 

Kirkpatrick (1963) reports that there is fairly strong empir

ical evidence that kissing, confiding, and talking things over are 

favorable to marital adjustment, as is agreement concerning affection 

and intimate relationships. Likewise, high sex-adjustment scores are 

shown to be favorable to marital adjustment and nondivorce. 

Burgess and Wallin (1953) report that evidence from their 1,000 

couple study indicates a positive correlation between a couple's sexual 

adjustment and marital quality. They found that marital failure is 

much more likely to be reflected in the sexual adjustment of men, where

as marital success is more likely to be reflected in the sexual adjust

ment of women. Pineo (1961), reporting on a follow-up to Burgess' and 

V/allin's study (after the couples had been married 20 years), found 

that there was a loss of certain intimacy, such as confiding, kissing, 

and reciprocal settlement of disagreements, and more loneliness. This 

loss of intimacy appears to be an aspect of disenchantment in the mar

riage. 
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Dentler and Pineo (1960) discuss the sexual and marital adjust

ment of husbands. Their research concludes that the sexual adjustment 

and marital adjustment of husbands are "highly associated, dynamically 

interrelated, mutually influential factors, with power to interact over 

a ten-year period" (p. 48). 

Clark's and Wallin's (1965) study of 602 husbands and wives 

showed a positive correlation between wives' sexual responsiveness and 

the quality of the marriages. One finding was the wives whose marriages 

remain positive in quality will be relatively high on sexual responsive

ness in the early years of marriage and become more so in the later 

years. 

Locke (1951) compared 201 divorced couples (plus 123 individ

uals from divorced couples) with 200 happily married couples. He found 

some of the greatest differences between the two groups in the area of 

affectional and sexual relationships. This included such items as mate 

acting familiar with another person, lack of love between spouses, 

adultery, unsatisfying sex relations, venereal disease, and sterility. 

The divorced sample check the first four of these as difficulties much 

more than did the married. Locke states that the trend as of the time 

of his writing was to "assign sex a role in marital adjustment equal, 

but not superior, to such other factors as personality traits, cultural 

background, and the sharing of values and attitudes" (p. 125). 

In an extensive literature review, Levinger (1965) reports 

sources of attraction which tend to increase both quality and stability 

of marriages, include esteem of spouse, desire for companionship, and 

sexual enjoyment. He concludes: 
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Increase of marital attractions would renew the partners' interest 
in and affection for one another. It would further the spouses' 
turning toward each other for their gratification, and would promote 
the mutual consummation of the marital bond (p. 28). 

Effectiveness of Communication 

Levinger and Senn (1967) administered a self-disclosure ques

tionnaire to 32 married couples. One finding was the disclosure of 

feelings tended to be correlated positively with general marital satis

faction. 

Taylor (1967) reports on a study of 50 adjusted couples, riis 

findings offer support for the theoretical proposition relating communi

cation to interpersonal adjustment. Buerkle and Badgley (1959) did a 

study with 222 couples, 36 of whom indicated their marriages were in 

serious trouble. The other 186 alleged no marital troubles. Although 

the study was somewhat inconclusive, results did show that there is a 

difference between the interactive patterns of the "in-trouble" and 

"not-in-trouble" couples. 

Cutler and Dyer (1965) did a study with 75 university couples, 

in which the methods of working out violations of expectations early in 

marriage were explored. The results indicate that communication (talking 

it over) is a good medium for bringing about changes in the respective 

partners, thereby adding to marital adjustment and quality. 

Bienvenu (1970) points out that mounting evidence shows that 

communication failures and breakdowns are prevalent in most troubled 

marriages. Couples going for marriage counseling frequently cannot talk 

to each other. Husbands and wives are often strangers to each other 

because of their inability to communicate effectively. In an effort to 
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study this concept, Bienvenu developed a scale to measure effective com

munication. Using the instrument on 23 couples receiving marriage coun

seling and 23 couples who were not knoî m to have marital difficulties, 

he found a significant difference in the degree of marital communication 

between the two groups. Navran (1967) states that 

common sense observation, newspaper reports, the works of novelists 
. . . the statements of individuals receiving psychotherpay, and 
research findings . . . all converge to emphasize the positive re
lationship between communication and a good marital relationship 
(p. 173). 

He conducted a study of 24 couples determined to be having a 

good relationship, and 24 couples with apparent marital difficulties. 

He found a correlation of -32 between the scores of a marital adjustment 

instrument and a communications instrument. The communication score on 

all happily marrieds was 105.3 and of all unhappily marrieds, 31.4 Some 

of the differences between the two groups noted by Navran were that 

happily marrieds -much more frequently talk over pleasant things that 

happen during the day, feel more frequently that their messages are 

getting across, discuss things which are shared interests, are less 

likely to break communication off or inhibit it by pouting, and more 

often will talk with each other about personal problems. 

Amount of Interaction 

Blood and Wolfe (1960) report that a study in Detroit involving 

731 families showed that "48 percent of the wives choose 'companionship 

in doing things together with the husband' as the most valuable aspect 

of marriage" (p. 150). Hawkins (1963) reports on a study of 67 couples 

to show the relationship between companionship, hostility, and marital 
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satisfaction. Although results revealed that companionship showed a 

mildly positive relationship to marital satisfaction, hostility in the 

form of interpersonal battling showed an extremely negative correlation. 

Thus, interaction, both positive and negative, has an effect on marital 

quality. 

Farber and McHale (1959) studied 63 families to see the effect 

interactions involving family values and roles of husband and wife had 

on disagreement with specific activities of their children. The results 

indicated that the best climate for consistent child rearing is one 

where the values in the marriage are agreed upon by husband and wife and 

the role systemtis accepted with amiability and forbearance. 

See (1959) tells of various ways of resolving conflict in the 

marriage relationship, ranging from various folklore practices, to 

deliberate planning married life to avoid conflicting situations, to 

self-study and self-revelation, to bringing in professional counselors. 

Locke (1951) correlated church affiliation and attendance with 

marital happiness. His research showed that the happily-married at

tended church much more frequently than did the divorced sample. He 

found that the later the age at which attendance at Sunday school is 

terminated, the greater the chances of marital success. He found that 

not belonging to a church was a highly predictive item for marital mal

adjustment. 

Locke also states that divorced couples reported using "mutual 

give and take" much less as a way of settling disagreements (3 out of 

10) as compared to happily married couples (8 out of 10). Nine out of 

10 of the happily married said they never walked out on their spouses 
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during a conflict, whereas the divorced group reported only three out 

of 10. 

History of ME 

Although the current ME movement started in the United States 

in the early 1960's, a significant enriching event occurred in approx

imately 63 A.D. which should be considered. The Apostle Paul wrote a 

letter to the Christian church at Ephesus. In discussing the marriage 

relationship (Ephesians 5:21) he told couples to "Submit vourselves to 

one another out of respect for Christ" (Adams, 1977, p. 525). In verse 

24 he said "but as the church is subject to Christ, so also should wives 

be to their husbands in everything" (p. 526). 

Paul's advice to the husbands appears in verses 25 and 28: 

Husbands, love your wives just as Christ loved the church and gave 
Himself up for her . . . . In the same way, husbands ought to love 
their wives as they love their own bodies. Whoever loves his wife 
loves himself (p. 526). 

Paul's writings constituted a definite step forward for women 

since women at that time were considered to be of very low estate. 

They were virtually property of their husbands. Love of the wife was 

incidental (Kephart, 1977). 

In spite of this liberating instruction to the church, the admo

nition for the wife to submit herself to her husband is the part of 

Paul's writings that has been stressed through the years (with little 

emphasis on the husband's loving his wife as his own body, and almost 

completely ignoring the advice for husband and wife no submit them

selves to each other). 
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This autocratic approach to the marital relationship is re

ferred to by Adler (1927). He believed that 

the fallacy of the inferiority of woman, and its corollary, the 
superiority of man, constantly disturbs the harmony of the sexes. 
As a result, an unusual tension is introduced into all erotic re
lationships, thereby threatening, and often entirely annihilating, 
every chance for happiness between the sexes (p. 145). 

Dreikurs (1946) states that this war between the sexes has led 

to complete anarchy in the relationship between men and women. Every 

couple must find its own place at some point between the extremes of 

masculine or feminine superiority, and few succeed in establishing a 

true equilibrium. 

Mace and Mace (1975) refer to the autocratic concept as the 

"institutional" marriage, with its legal rigidity and hierarchial struc

ture. They explain the high divorce rate and failure of marriage as an 

effort by many to change to a new concept called the "companionship" 

marriage. But, the average couple has not been equipped for this tran

sition. The old institutional marriage called for far less skills than 

the "interpersonal competence—a totally different and highly flexible 

capacity to handle fluid relational situations and guide them in the 

direction of growth toward mutually satisfying intimacy" (p. 133) 

called for by companionship marriage. 

This new type of marriage began to emerge in the 1930's. Coup

les are pictured as being "deeply in love with one another, and enjoy 

warm, happy, confiding relationships with their children . . . . They 

are quietly living out the kind of marriage young people in love dream 

about" (Mace & Mace, 1974, p. 55). Mace envisions this type of relation

ship as a possible goal of the current ME movement. 
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According to Otto (1976), almost unnoticed by the public at 

large, and even by the professional community, a new movement made its 

appearance in this country. He defines this new movement: 

Marriage and family enrichment is based on the growth and ethos and 
the human potentialities hypothesis. These are, briefly, that all 
persons and all relationships are functioning at a fraction of their 
potential and that, in every couple or family, there is the poten
tial for growth in the relationships as well as the possibility of 
personal growth, leading to a more fulfilling togetherness. It is 
a further hypothesis that every union, or family, can be strength
ened through the periodic regeneration and renewal offered by mar
riage and family enrichment programs (p. 11). 

Almost by accident an event took place in 1946 which providea 

the first real breakthrough for a group approach to problems, which ŵ as 

later used for ME activities (Hansen, Warner, & Smith, 1976). As a by

product of a workshop held at New Britain Teachers College-in Connecti

cut to implement the state's new Fair Emplo3mient Practices Act, a new 

approach to group dynamics came into being. At first, couples were 

excluded but later some experimental groups were composed entirely of 

couples. It soon became apparent that couples get along quite well to

gether in groups and are often very helpful to each other. 

David and Vera Mace are probably the best known pioneers in the 

current ME movement. They first became involved in October, 1962, when 

they were requested to conduct a weekend event for married couples at 

Kirkridge, a religious retreat center in the mountains of Northeastern 

Pennsylvania (Mace & Mace, 1976a). They searched for materials on the 

subject, but could find none, so devised their own procedures for the 

weekend. 

The Maces encountered no others who were conducting such re

treats until February, 1966, when they were invited to work with 
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Methodist pastors and their wives at a conference in Warwick, New York. 

The purpose of this week-long meeting was to equip these people to go 

back home and work with married couples in their churches. Out of this 

beginning, a-nationwide program of Marriage Communication Labs was or

ganized by the United Methodist Church, directed by Leon and Antoinette 

Smith. 

In 1967 the Catholic Marriage Encounter began in this country. 

It was directed by Father Frank Heinan and James Arthur Wilson. This 

was patterned after the Christian Family Movement, started in Spain in 

1958 by Father Gabriel Calvo. This program has now split into two groups 

National Marriage Encounter, a looae-knit ecumenical organization, which 

basically follows Father Calvo's original manual; and Worldwide Marriage 

Encounter, a more tightly structured organization which maintains strong 

Catholic identity. Worldwide, however, has Protestant and Jewish affil

iates who conduct their own encounter weekends (Doherty, McCabe, & 

Ryder, 1978). 

Stepping back a few years to 1961, Herbert Otto (1976) did re

search and work with groups in connection with building family strengths. 

He called his program the Family Resource Development Program: The Key 

to Family Enrichment. This was followed by his Family Fun Council pro

gram in 1966—a one-day celebrative-type program designed for churches 

and communities. That same year he developed More Joy in Your Marriage 

programs. 

Many other groups have organized ME programs since these early 

beginnings. Otto (1975) conducted a survey of ME programs throughout 

the United States and Canada. Of the 30 usable replies he received, 
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nine said they had started their first program in 1970, six in 1971, 

seven in 197 2, and five in 1973. The responders to the survey indicated 

that their programs had involved from less than 100 couples to more than 

40,000 participants. 

In an attempt to provide a focus through which the ME movement 

could have some unity and coordination, David and Vera Mace organized 

the Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment (ACME)—on their 40th 

wedding anniversary in 1973 (Mace & Mace, 1976a). ACME membership is 

open to all couples, married, or moving toward marriage, who are ready 

to support these objectives: (1) to work for growth in their ô >m mar

riages, (2) to join V7ith others in helping each other to achieve their 

marital potential, (3) to promote better services for marriages in the 

communities where they live, and (4) to improve the public image of mar

riage as a deeply satisfying and rewarding relationship (Mace & Mace, 

1976b). 

ACME began its work by organizing retreats. Chapters have been 

established in a number of cities and towns throughout the country to 

provide support systems for couples in their home communities. National, 

state, and regional meetings have been held. 

ACME has been instrumental in organizing an international 

Council of Affiliated Marriage Enrichment Organizations (CAMEO). Most 

of the organization members represent religious groups, but others such 

as Interpersonal Communication Programs, Inc., and the Institute for 

Development of Emotional Skills, Inc., are also members of CAMEO. 
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Goals of ME 

According to Smith, Shoffner and Scott (1979), m is designed 

for groups of normal married pairs, carried out in informal settin<^s, 

with emphasis on experiential learning. They see the major goal as 

simply better living for couples. This goal is reached by gaining some 

insights, skills, and avenues through which normal persons can come 

nearer to reaching their potential in dealing with close relationships. 

Since ME experiences are expected to enlighten people and to 

invigorate relationships for the present and near future, another goal 

is for couples to have the opportunity to obtain continuous education 

in the .area of relationships. People may return for experiences at 

various times throughout their lives to learn or re-learn skills par-

'ticularly needed at this specific time in their life cycle. 

Gaining more togetherness or closeness or intimacy in marriages 

is another goal. There is a balancing goal, however, of reaching in

dividual potential within a supportive relationship. It is important 

to learn that it is all right not to be dependent or not to comply at 

times. An increased sense of self-worth is an avenue through which a 

person can become less dependent and thus a better partner. 

Learning that a marriage is a system which is more than just two 

independent.individuals who happen to live in the same house also is a 

growth-producing goal. 

Smith et al. give two specific objectives for MX. One is to 

learn the skills of communication to express feelings, to make points 

clear, to listen with empathy, and to converse or negotiate as the 

situation calls for it. The other is to learn some of the principles of 
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human behavior so that the tools of communication are not lost by a lack 

of understanding of why people act as they do. Hof, Epstein, and Miller 

(1980) give five goals for ME: 

(a) to increase spouses' self-awareness and mutual empathy; (b) to 
increase their awareness of their positive characteristics, 
strengths, and potential as individuals and as a couple; (c) in
crease mutual self-disclosure of thoughts and feelings; (d) to in
crease intimacy; and (e) to develop relationship skills in communi
cation, problem solving and conflict resolution (p. 244). 

Models of ME 

The Minnesota Couples Communication Program (MCCP) 

MCCP is one of the best known, non-church-related ME programs. 

It began in 1968 at the University .of Minnesota Family Study Center 

(Miller, Nunnally, i Wackman, 1976). Its goals are to: (1) cause each 

member of the couple to become aware of himself or herself, aware of 

the other, and aware of how they interact; (2) help the couple explore 

their rules of relationship, especially in connection with conflict 

situations and their patterns of maintaining their self-esteem; and (3) 

to increase their capacity for clear, direct, open style communication 

in connection with their relationship. 

One of the main ideas used to accomplish these goals is the 

"awareness wheel" (Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1975). The spokes of 

the wheel are sensing, thinking, feeling, wanting, and doing. 

Through role playing, practice, illustrated lectures, and home

work, awareness is taught, and four styles of communication come into 

play: Style 1, which is friendly, social; Style II, a directive, blaming, 

unresponsive style; Style III, which tends to have the participants al

most stop their world, reflect on it, explore it, and begin thinking 
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about future improvement of their relationship; and Style IV, which 

expresses an intention to deal openly with deep relationship issues. 

Groups of five to seven couples meet in three-hour sessions, one night 

per week, for four weeks. 

A portion of MCCP was used in the Social Exchange Model retreat 

format described in Appendix A. 

Conjugal Relationship Enhancement Program (CRE) 

CRE, another communication-type ME program, was developed at 

Pennsylvania State University (Guerney, 1977). Four basic sets of skills 

or behaviors, known as "modes," are taught. The "expresser mode" teaches 

the participant to express his or her emotions, thoughts, or desires to 

their partners clearly, honestly, and in a way not to generate unneces

sary hostility and defensiveness. The partner uses the "empathic re-

sponder mode" and responds to the expresser through the use of "reflec

tive listening." This enables the expresser to be sure that the responder 

has heard what he or she is saying, and that the proper interpretation 

has been given to the statements made. 

The process of changing from expresser to responder is known as 

"mode switching." After the couples in the group have gained some skills 

they can help the group leaders facilitate the interaction going on be

tween the expresser and responder, in a role known as "facilitator mode." 

This format enables one couple at a time to work on their skills and 

problems, while the group leaders and other couples act as facilitators. 

A portion of CRE was used in the Social Exchange Model retreat 

format described in Appendix A. 
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Baptist General Convention of Texas :IE Program (BI4EP) 

Both the MCCP and CRE programs are recommended by Mace and Mace 

(197 6b) in connection with a ̂ lE program designed for the Baptist General 

Convention of Texas. This model starts off with "couple evangelism." 

An appeal is given to married couples to make a commitment to seek on

going growth in their Christian marriage. After the couple registers 

the commitment they participate in a ME retreat, lasting from a Friday 

evening to Sunday noon. This is usually held in a secluded place with 

overnight accommodations. One leader couple and five to eight partici

pating couples make up the retreat personnel. Each couple gets a chance 

to take a careful, honest look at their marriage in an unhurried, prayer

ful, reflective atmosphere. Then they define together the new directions 

they want to take toward future growth of their marriage. The format 

varies, but the time is taken up in large and small group discussion, 

with some private couple time. 

Following the retreat, a support system is set up to provide for 

growth groups, who meet periodically. Communication training, using 

either MCCP or CRE, is a recommended follow-up. 

The Pairings Enrichment Program: Actualizing the Marriage (PEP) 

PEP was designed by Travis and Travis (1975) in a psychiatric 

background. Based on theories formulated by Maslow and Rogers, the 

program spends about half of its time in establishing significant social 

communication patterns, and the other half involves positive movement 

toward effective sexual communication. Using either a weekend retreat 

format or six semiweekly three-hour sessions, PEP is an action-oriented 
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program in communication, combining couple and group discussions, fan

tasy experiences, films, sensory awareness, and role playing. At the 

end of the initial program the couple is given a printed three-week 

follow-up manual, which involves both home work and additional sessions 

at the Department of Psychiatry. 

National Marriage Enrichment System (NMES) 

N̂ IES is a program of the Family Ministry Department, Sunday 

School Board, of the Southern Baptist Convention (Waggener, 1977). It 

consists of four levels: Level I involves the use of materials (books, 

cassettes, filmstrips.) designed for undated applications in the church's 

Sunday evening Church Training period, and can be conducted without 

trained leadership. Level II is a Basic Model weekend retreat currently 

in use. It is lead by a trained (though not necessarily professional) 

leader to involve couples who have had little prior experience in '•!£. 

Level III, Intermediate Model, and Level IV, Advanced Model retreats are 

being designed. Level IV will require leadership trained according to 

semi-professional standards, and leader couples must have some profes

sional credentials. 

The Basic Model ME retreat, which was one of the treatment 

methods used in this study ..(see Appendix. B), is usually conducted in an 

out-of-town retreat setting, lasting from Friday evening through Sunday 

noon. It is designed to enrich marriages with a minimum of risk or 

threat, in a carefully structured format of learning experiences that 

blend biblical principles and psychological insights. 
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Marriage Encounter: An Ecumenical Enrichment Program (MEEEP) 

MEEEP is strongly supported by Catholics, Protestants, and 

Jewish groups of couples. Although using the same basic principles and 

materials, each religious denomination interjects its own flavor of re

ligion into the religious part of the retreat program. According to 

Bosco (1976), the encounter takes place between the husband-wife only, 

in privacy. Except for the opening introductory session on Friday 

evening, mealtimes, a break on Saturday night, and a few shared prayer 

sessions, the couples do not have any group conversation. There are a 

number of conferences, followed by times alone and couple times. These 

times are spent with a blank .notebook and a pen, first writing down in

dividually the most honest feelings the person is able to express; 

followed by a sharing session with the spouse during which the couple 

changes notebooks, reads what the other has written, and then talks about 

the feelings brought into the open this way. Bosco states: 

A closing liturgy on Sunday afternoon shows a magnificant experience 
of unity—of people bound in a curious way because while they had 
shared something deep, personal, and crucial exclusively with their 
spouses, their joy of discovery spilled over to the other couples 
who had been likewise affected. The liturgy was an experience of 
sharing Christian life and love on a new level (p. 98). 

Problem Solving Skills Training for Marital Couples (PSST) 

PSST is a weekend (Saturday and Sunday afternoon) problem solving 

workshop designed to enhance couple relationship (Farris, 1979). A fa

cilitator teaches a lO-step problem solving procedure and then the par

ticipants are given an opportunity to practice the skills just learned. 

A portion of PSST was used in the Social Exchange Model retreat 

format described in Appendix A. 
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Association of Couples for Marriage Enrichment Retreat (ACMET) 

ACMET is one of the programs of ACME, designed to facilitate 

growth and development of couples and increase their interpersonal skills 

for dealing with other couples (Mace & Mace, 1976a). In these weekend 

retreats, a couple serves as participating facilitators. There is no 

structured agenda, and those involved are free to bring up topics of con

cern to them. Topics are determined by group consensus and each is dis

cussed until the group is ready to move on to another topic. An example 

of an exercise would be to have couples list five things they most like 

about their marriage, five things^which could be better, and five things 

each could.do to improve their marriage. These lists are completed in

dividually and then shared with each member of the couple. Or, a couple 

may decide on a problem in their marriage and work on it (discuss it) in 

front of the other couples. 

Choice Awareness Workshops (CAW) 

This program, as reported by Nelson and Friest (1980), uses a 

structured group process and is designed to help couples make more con

structive cognitive, affective, and behavioral choices. Choices involve 

caring, ruling, enjoying, sorrowing, and thinking. The acronym CREST 

is used to refer to these choices. 

Other Models 

There are many other current ME models, including a Christian 

Marriage Enrichment Retreat (Green, 1976); The More Joy in Your Marriage 

Program (Otto S. Otto, 1976); The Gestalt Perspective: A Marriage Enrich

ment Program (Zinker S. Leon, 1976); The Marriage Communication Labs 
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(Hopkins & Hopkins, 1976); Short-Term Communication Training with Mar

ried Couples (Epstein & Jackson, 1978); Values Clarification Strategies 

for Couples' Enrichment (Piercy St Schultz, 1978); and A Rational-Emotive 

Approach to Strengthening Marriage (Maxwell, 1979). 

Research on Effectiveness of ME 

Research is still somewhat limited in the ME field according to 

Gurman and Kniskern (1977). In a review of existing empirical litera

ture on outcomes of ME programs they report on 29 studies (including re

search of the MCCP, CRE, PEP, MEEEP, and ACMET models described above). 

Eighty-six percent of the studies involved non-church-related 

programs, of which 76% involved volunteers recruited from university com

munities. Ninety-three percent of the programs were carried out in a 

group setting, with meetings held primarily on a weekly basis (76%), over 

an average total duration of seven weeks. The groups averager 14 hours 

of actual meeting time. Only 24% were conducted as either weekend or 

consecutive three-day retreats. 

The outcome criteria used fell into three general categories: 

(1) overall marital satisfaction and adjustment, (2) relationship skills, 

and (3) individual personality variables. Positive change was con

sistently demonstrated on approximately 60% of the criterion tests in 

each general category. 

According to Gurman and Kniskern, there were some drawbacks to 

the research, however. First, 84% of the criterion measures were based 

on participants' self-reports, and 58% used these self-reports as the 

sole criteria for change, with another 26% relying mainly on such data. 
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Even though change was measured by objective indices in 40% of the stud

ies, only 16% of all measures used involved non-participant evaluation. 

Significant change was demonstrated on only 57% of self-report measures, 

in contrast to -61% of the objective behavioral measures. Follow-up of 

program participants occurred in only four studies. The results of the 

follow-ups suggest only moderate maintenance of gains. 

Overall, the results of controlled studies are quite positive, 

with 23 of 34 comparisons (67%) finding program effects to exceed those 

of control groups, with 11 showing no difference. 

Rappaport (1976) reports on the involvement of 21 couples in the 

CRE program in 1971.. Measurements were made during the prewaiting period 

interview, during the postwaiting period interview, and during the post-

treatment period interview. Eight-minute audio-taped recordings of 

husband-wife communications served as the data for a behavioral analysis 

of speaker effectiveness and listener empathy. The main implications of 

the data secured from this study were that couples wanting to enhance 

their marital relationships did not improve by simply waiting for ex

pected help; married couples could learn and utilize communication skills 

to enhance their relationships; and short-term and highly structured 

group experiences can enhance marital relationships. 

Nunnally, Miller, and Wackman (1977) report on eight studies in

volving MCCP not included in Gurman and Kniskern's review. In all stud

ies conducted, results were reported as positive. Some of the positive 

areas were increased use of communication skills, greater acceptance of 

partner, increased self-esteem, increased self-disclosure, increased 

marital satisfaction, and changes in sex-sterotyping. Some sex 
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differences were noted in research outcome. 

Wampler and Sprenkle (1980) investigated the immediate and long-

term effectiveness of MCCP. Forty-three couples were assigned randomly 

to a MCCP treatment group and to a lecture-discussion group, with nine 

couples recruited for a no-treatment control group. There was a pretest 

in week one, a posttest in week nine, a follow-up test during weeks 32-

33. Results were: 

MCCP had a positive effect on the couple's use of an open-style com
munication and on the perceived quality of the couple's relation
ship immediately after training. However, follow-up testing indi
cated that only the positive changes in perceived quality of re
lationship persisted (p. 577). 

Doherty, McCabe, and Ryder (1978) raise some serious questions 

about MEEEP. In their opinion tlie retreats ape authoritarian and co

ercive, and they fear that participants may experience the follox̂ 7ing 

harmful effects: (1) the perceived benefits may be at least temporary, 

and at worst illusory; (2) the program encourages a denial of differ

ences or of separateness in married couples; (3) stress dialogue may 

lead to a ritual dependency; (4) the weekend "high" sets up couples for 

a hard fall; (5) couples who do not practice their daily dialogue tech

nique may cause guilt feelings which tend to turn to resentment of the 

other; and (6) the experience may have separative or divisive influences 

on the couple's relationships with their friends as they try to hound 

them to become a part of the movement. They end their appraisal, how

ever, on a more favorable note: 

Clearly, Marriage Encounter is tapping urgent needs in many married 
people. The Encounter weekend and follow-up programs are powerful 
responses to those needs. Couples are flocking to participate. 
Hopefully this critique will stimulate useful dialogue between 
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professionals in the marriage and family field and leaders of this 
extraordinary grass roots movement (p. 106). 

Hof et al. (1980) question some of the comments made by Gurman 

and Kniskern (1977) and Doherty et al. (1978): 

Effects that are real but short-lived and effects that are real but 
do not generalize well to other environments are neither placebo nor 
illusory . . . . The crucial issue is that a weak or short-lived 
effect still is an effect, and if it is a desirable effect it is our 
task to maximize and utilize it rather than dismissing it as somehow 
illusory . . . If the "emotional highs" produced by a marital en
richment program in fact represent valid motivational and attitudinal 
changes, then at least one of the program's short-term goals has been 
achieved, and the program was partly effective (p. 243). 

Travis and Travis (1976) used a Caring Relationship Inventory 

(CRI) to investigate the changes in the caring relationship of married 

couples following the PEP. Twelve married couples were administered the 

CRI immediately before the PEP experience and then again three weeks 

later at the end of the program. Although admitting that controls were 

lacking, Travis and Travis indicate that the results of this study seem 

to indicate a trend toward greater marital health, and that some char

acteristics of the marriage relationship probably change following the 

PEP experience. 

Farris (1979) used pretests and posttests for evaluation of the 

PSST, which involved seven control and seven experimental couples. 

During the week prior to the program and again during the week following 

the program, individuals in both the experimental and control groups 

completed a behavior problem checklist and prepared a 10-minute audio-

taped conversation. The taped conversations focused on a problem that 

was current to each couple's marital relationship. Results showed that 

there was a significant posttest difference between the experimental 



and control groups on communication style and problem-solving ability. 

Strozier (1981) studied the effect of the NMES (Basic Model) 

on relationship change, marital communication, and dyadic adjustment. 

He used a nine-couple experimental group and a nine-couple control group, 

with a delayed response posttest only. The Mann-Whitney U-test was 

utilized to compare the experimental and control groups on the criteri

on variables. His findings indicated a significant difference between 

the two groups as measured by the Relationship Change Scale, with the 

experimental group scoring significantly higher. Using scores from the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale, there was a significant difference between the 

two groups, but the control group scored significantly higher than the 

experimental group. No significant difference was found between the 

two groups through use of scores from the Marital Communication Inven

tory (MCI). 

Wingo (1981) also used the MCI in a study designed to test the 

effectiveness of this model. An additional instrument, the Waggener 

Marital Harmony Scale (WMHS) , was also used. The research involved re

treats which were held in Arkansas, New Mexico, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, and Texas during the period November, 1979, through October, 

1980. Of the 406 participants expected, only 194 attended. Of this 

number, 128 persons completed the pretest, posttest, and six-month 

follow-up tests. 

According to Wingo, the study indicates that improvements in 

communications probably occurred, but the degree of change and exact 

areas of change could not be determined. Scores on the MCI increased 

in most areas at the follow-up, and more participants improved their 
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scores on the WfflS than worsened their scores, but Wingo concluded that 

neither instrument was effective for actually measuring change. 

Further Research Suggested 

Gurman and Kniskern (1977) suggest six issues that need to be 

researched in the ME area: (1) the durability of enrichment-induced 

change, (2) the generalizability of this change, (3) the range of po

tential participants, (4) the "timing" of enrichment programs—at

tempting to fit with developmental needs, (5) demonstration of change 

through non-participant rating sources, and (6) elucidation of salient 

change-inducing components. 

Mace (1975) suggests nine areas of needed research in the ME 

field: (1) obstacles to participation, (2) couple group process, (3) 

retreat patterns, (4) leadership patterns, (5) effectiveness of proce

dures, (6) marital growth and potential, (7) therapeutic interaction 

between couples, (8) the love-anger cycle, and (9) the preventive ap

proach. 

L'Abate and O'Callaghan (1977) suggest that research needs to 

be done in the areas of: (1) outcome, (2) theory testing, (3) appli

cability to nonclinical families, (4) process, (5) structured versus 

nonstructured intervention, and (6) cognitive versus affective ap

proaches. 

Summary 

A knowledge of the factors that produce marital satisfaction is 

needed before an attempt should be made to enrich a marriage. Lewis 

and Spanier have gone a long way in providing this knowledge through 
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their formulation of the theory of marital quality and marital stability 

described in this chapter. The history, goals, and models of l^ show a 

wide spread interest in improving the quality and resulting stability 

in marriage in the United States. The movement is indebted to the Maces, 

the Ottos, and others who have pioneered this innovation in American 

society. 

The quality and quantity of research on the effectiveness of ME 

is still rather low. Gurman and Kniskern, Mace, and L'Abate and 

O'Callaghan suggest a number of areas in which research is needed. This 

dissertation has looked at some of these suggestions, such as Gurman's 

and Kniskern's topics of durability of enrichment-induced change, gen

eralizability, range of potential participants, and developmental stage. 

Chapter III will discuss the methodology used in this study. 



CHAPTER III 

14ETH0DS 

This chapter will explain the steps, time table, and method

ology used in examining the hypotheses given in Chapter I. The re

cruiting of the subjects, their characteristics, the variables used, 

the instruments selected for measuring the dependent variables, and 

the research design for the study will be discussed. 

Subjects 

The subjects for five retreats were recruited through Southern 

Baptist Churches in Idaho, New Mexico, and Texas. A church setting was 

chosen because of the religious nature of the content of both retreat 

models. This setting is also advocated by Otto (1976) who states that 

the church is "in the best position to help couples take advantage of 

their opportunity to 'make a good marriage even better"' (p. 21). 

Through notices in their church mailout bulletins, members of 

the churches involved were notified of the upcoming enrichment oppor

tunities. Each church handled its.own publicity. Volunteers from this 

mailout were accepted for the study. In addition, if volunteers were 

few, leadership in the various churches contacted couples who had shcw-n 

some interest in past family ministry activities. 

After the First Baptist Church, Lubbock, Texas, had scheduled 

and advertised a Basic Model retreat, to be held in February, 1931, at 

a4 
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West Texas Ranch for Christ, Blackwell, Texas, the researcher and his 

wife were asked to lead it. Five couples had agreed to participate. 

Since the attendance goal for each retreat in this study was 10 couples, 

a large number of couples (who had shown some interest in family minis

try at the church, but who had not participated in a retreat) were con

tacted in an attempt to recruit them for the retreat. Only one addi

tional couple was recruited by this method, but those who were unable 

to attend the retreat were asked to participate in the study as Control 

Group members. Of the 22 couples who agreed to be in the Control Group, 

two did not attend the retreat because of resistance from the husbands. 

One woman was expecting a baby too close to the retreat dates, and tne 

rest could not attend due to conflict in schedules or for financial rea

sons . 

The model for the second retreat (Basic) was also determ.ined by 

the sponsoring organization before the researcher and his wife were 

asked to lead it. This retreat was held at the Mountain View Baptist 

Church, Boise, Idaho, in March, 1981, and involved 13 couples from var

ious churches in that area. 

Since the retreat model for the first two retreats had been 

^selected by the sponsoring organizations, in contacting possible spon

sors for the other retreats, the model to be used (the Social Exchange 

Model) was specified by the researcher. Three additional retreats were 

conducted. In May, 1981, one was held for First Baptist Church, Roswell, 

New Mexico, at the Nazarene Camp, Angus, New Mexico, involving eight 

couples. In June, 1981, the First Baptist Church, Lubbock, Texas, 

scheduled a retreat at a location near the church, involving four 
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couples. The final retreat was at Indiana Avenue Baptist Church, 

Lubbock, Texas, in September, 1981, where eight couples participated. 

The original goal was to involve 60 couples (N = 120), equally 

distributed between the two treatment models and the control group. 

The final result, excluding couples who did not complete the posttest 

or follow-up test, was 55 couples (N = 110) with 17 couples in the 

Social Exchange Model, 17 couples in the Basic Model, and 21 couples in 

the Control Group. 

Table 1 contains the characteristics of the participating sub

jects (as taken from the Information Sheet completed by each, a copv of 

which is in Appendix C). 

Variables 

Dependent Variables 

The primary dependent variable was marital satisfaction, which 

was determined from the total scores of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(DAS) developed by Spanier (1976). 

A secondary dependent variable was communication, the level of 

which was obtained from the scores on the Marital Communication Inven

tory (MCI), developed by Bienvenu (1970). 

Independent Variables 

Treatment was the main independent variable. The Social Ex

change Model, designed for this study by the researcher, constituted 

one treatment. It was based on Biblical principles and on the "Rewards 

from Spousal Interaction" portion of a "Theory of Marital Quality and 

Stability," constructed by Lewis and Spanier (1979). No previous 



Table 1 

Characteristics of Participant Groups 

Age 
Mean 
S. D. 
Range 

Years Married 
Mean 
S. D. 
Range 

Education 
Mean 
S. D. 
Range 

Income (in $000) 
Mean 
S. D. 
Range 

Children , 
Any children? 
Any at home?" 
Number at home 

Religion*" 

Work outside home? 
d 

Personal Adjustment 

Any previous ME? 

Any counseling? 

Social 
Exchange 
(N = 34) 

28.82 
6.65 
22-49 

8.47 
6.51 
2-26 

5.41 
.92 
4-7 

23.12 
9.13 
11-48 

1.76 
1.76 
1.56 

1.15 

1.73 

3.68 

1.24 

1.26 

Basic 
Model 
(N = 34) 

36.79 
3.63 
24-53 

13.32 
9.05 
0-27 

5.52 
1.44 
1-7 

26.94 
11.89 
10-50 

1.85 
1.32 
1.65 

1.06 

1.79 

3.82 

1.38 

1.24 

Control 
GrouiJ 

(N = 42) 

35.33 
15.19 
20-65 

11.10 
13.69 
1-41 

5.83 
.82 
4-7 

24.40 
12.96 
0-50 

1.50 
1.38 
.62 

1.12 

1.73 

4.07 

1.60 

1.26 

^Item 8 of the Information Sheet, Appendix C, shows the educa

tional levels. 

^For these data, 1 = No and 2 - Yes. 

""in computing these means, 1 = Baptist and 2 = Other. 

^Item 9 of the Information Sheet, Appendix C, shows the personal 

adjustment levels. 



research has been done on the overall treatment package, although suo-

stantial research has been done on the MCCP, CRE, and PSST portions 

described in Chapter II. Appendix A contains a detailed description 

of this model. 

The second treatment, the Basic Model (Appendix B) was devel

oped by and is currently being used by the Family Ministry Department, 

Sunday School Board, of the Southern Baptist Convention. The effective

ness of this model is described in Chapter II. 

Table 2 shows a brief comparison of the sessions in the two 

treatment models. There are a number of differences between the models. 

The Social Exchange Model contains more Bible references, -uith some 

• scripture used in every session, and with a major period devoted to tr.e 

biblical concept of marriage during the last morning of the retreat. 

The use of scripture in the Basic Model is limited to the introductory 

session and the session on feelings. 

As the name implies, the Social Exchange Model is based on a 

theory of the same name, and this theory is explained in the first ses

sion by using a mechanical model. The Basic Model uses the Transac

tional Analysis approach, substituting "valuing," "thinking," and 

"feeling" for "parent," "adult," and "child." These concepts are used 

in discussing communication, feelings, nurture, conflict resolution, and 

intimacy. The Social Exchange Model uses concepts from the CRE ana MCCP 

programs to teach communication, and from the PSST program for conflict 

resolution. Intimacy is approached through the biblical concept of 

"oneness." 
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Table 2 

Comparison of the Social Exchange Model 
and Basic Model Retreats 

Time 

Friday 
evening 

Social Exchange 
Model 

Introduction 
Exchange theory 
Theory of marital quality 
and stability 

Getting acquainted 
How do you say. "I love 

you?" 

Basic Model 

Introduction 
Getting acquainted 
Beginning to communi
cate 

Saturday 
morning 

Relationship enhancement 
Couple communication 

Levels of communica
tion 

Opting for nurture 
Reflection time 

Saturday 
afternoon 

Saturday 
evening 

Companionship 
Shared activities 
Religious activities 
Effective problem solving 

Pleasant recollection 
exercise 

Oneness in marriage 
Attitudes toward sex 
Affection contract 

Learning to handle 
feelings construc
tively 

Contracting for 
change 

Playtime 
Intimacy 
Reflection time 

Sunday 

morning 

Bible study 
Recollection of wedding 
day 

Group reaffirmation of 
vows 

End of retreat 

Quiet time 
Planning reaffirma

tion of vows 
Individual reaffirma
tion of vows before 
the group 

Worship time 
Goodbve time 
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The Social Exchange Model takes a more direct approacn to af

fection and sex. It includes a Bible study on sexuality and involves 

the making of an affection contract. 

Both models contain a reaffirmation of vows for those who wish 

to participate. The Social Exchange Model uses a group approach, and 

the Basic Model an individual approach. 

Data from the two treatment models were compared to data se

cured from a Control Group, whose members received no treatment, but 

merely completed the instruments used for the study. 

A second variable was sex, with males put in one group and fe

males, in the other. This, information was taken from the' Information 

Sheet. Burgess and Wallin (1953) and others have found differences in 

elements entering into marital satisfaction for men and women. 

A third variable was age of participants, also taken from the 

Information Sheet. Using the median age for the total sample, 30, this 

variable was divided into a younger and an older group. 

The fourth variable was length of marriage as given on the In

formation Sheet. The median number of years of marriage for the total 

sample was seven, which was used to divide the shorter and longer mar

riage groups. Luckey (1966) found some evidence that marital satis

faction is negatively correlated with the number of years married. 

The fifth variable, developmental stage, was based on data in 

the Information Sheet. Those with no children and none at home were 

placed in one group and those with children at home in the second group 

This variable was suggested by Gurman and Kniskern (1977). The effect 

on marital satisfaction was discussed also by Hicks and Piatt (1970). 
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Instruments 

At the beginning and at the end of each retreat the partici

pants were asked to complete a packet of paper and pencil instruments 

made up of the Information Sheet, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS), 

and the Marital Communication Inventory (MCI). A follow-up packet was 

mailed to the participants six weeks later. This contained the same 

instruments, plus one additional—the Handling Problems Change Scale 

(HPCS). Although no hypothesis concerning problem handling or solving 

was included in this study, the ability to handle relationship problems 

satisfactorily obviously has a direct bearing on marital satisfaction. 

The same packets were completed by members of the Control Group, 

but all were mailed -to the participants at intervals which would ap

proximate the time frames of a retreat. A copy of the letter sent to 

this group is in Appendix H. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) 

The DAS, a 32-item scale with a possible score range of 0 to 

153, was developed by Spanier (1976), who made a review of the various 

marital adjustment measures that had been used from about 1929 on. He 

identified "all items ever used in any scale measuring marital adjust

ment or a related concept" (p. 17), eliminated duplicate items, and 

then submitted the list to three judges to be examined for content 

validity. He describes the validity and reliability as follows: 

Content Validity. Items included in the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
were evaluated by three judges for content validity. Items were 
included only if the judges considered the items: (1) relevant 
measures of dyadic adjustment for contemporary relationships; (2) 
consistent with the nominal definitions suggested by Spanier and 



Cole (1974) for adjustment and its components (satisfaction, cohe
sion, and consensus); and (3) carefully worded with appropriate 
fixed choice responses. 

Criterion-related Validity. The scale was administered to a mar
ried sample of 218 persons and a divorced sample of 94 persons. 
Each of the 32 items in the scale correlated significantly with 
the external criterion of marital status. In other words, for each 
item, the divorced sample differed significantly from the married 
sample (p < .001) using a t-test for assessing differences between 
sample means. In addition, the mean total scale scores for the mar
ried and divorced samples were 114.8 and 70.7 respectively. These 
total scores are significantly different at the .001 level. . . . 

Construct Validity. Since all items with content validity used in 
previous marital adjustment scales were included in the research 
instrument originally tested, it is possible to assess how the 
Dyadic Adjustment Scale correlated with other, previously-used mar
ital adjustment scales. We selected the Locke-Wallace Marital Ad
justment Scale (1959—the most frequently used scale) for assessing 
whether the Dyadic Adjustment Scale measures the same general con
struct as a well-accepted marital adjustment scale. The correlation 
between these scales was .86 among married respondents and .88 
among divorced respondents. Construct validity was further estab
lished through the factor analysis of the final 32-item scale. . . . 

Reliability. Because of this study's interest in producing a com-
prehensive dyadic adjustment scale, with identifiable and empiri
cally verified components, reliability was determined for each of 
the component scales as well as the total scale. The most appro
priate measure of internal consistency reliability is Cronback's 
Coefficient Alpha (1951) , a conservative estimate of internal con
sistency which is a variant of the basic Kuder-Richardson (1937) 
formula (Anastasi, 1968). . . . The total scale reliability is .96. 
The data indicate that the total scale and its components have suf
ficiently high reliability to justify their use (Spanier, 1975, pp. 
22-24). 

.•The DAS was selected instead of the perhaps better known Loc'̂ e-

Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale because the latter does not control 

acquiescence and direction-of-wording effects (Spanier, Lewis, i Cole, 

1975), has relatively low correlations between husband and wife marital 

adjustment scores (Snyder, 1979), and for the reasons given above by 

Spanier. 
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Stuart (1980) describes Spanier's scale as being easily ad

ministered, a measure of overall adjustment, consensus, satisfaction, 

cohesion, and affectional expression. From the standpoint of assessing 

troubled marriages, he warns that "the Dyadic Adjustment Scale is not 

a fail-safe instrument: it may yield false positives as well as false 

negatives and must always be followed up with a careful clinical assess

ment" (p. 73). 

The DAS contains four sub-scales: Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic 

Satisfaction, Dyadic Cohesion, and Affectional Expression. A copy OL 

the scale is in Appendix D. 

Marital Communication Inventory (MCI) 

Since good communication is an important element in marital 

satisfaction, a second instrument was used—the MCI, developed by 

Bienvenu (1970). This instrument is not intended to measure content 

of communication, but concerns itself more with the patterns, character

istics, and styles of communication. The couple's ability to listen, 

understand each other, express themselves and their manner of saying 

things are explored. The responses to the "Usually," "Sometimes," 

"Seldom," and "Never" blanks on the MCI are scored from zero to three, 

with a favorable response given the higher score. A copy of the MCI 

is shown in Appendix E. Scores could range from 0 to 138. 

According to Bienvenu, this instrument was formulated from a 

review of the literature and from his ô vm experience in marriage and 

family counseling. He secured concepts and ideas from colleagues and 

from an examination of existing instruments dealing with marital 



interaction. To promote face validity the MCI items were reviewed by 

several sociologists, social workers, and psychologists. Then the 

items were reviewed with a group of married couples to make sure that 

the items were understandable. 

The MCI was administered to 176 married couples in early 1969. 

These North Louisiana residents ranged in age from 18 to 60, with a 

majority in their late twenties. The couples were predominantly 

Protestant, middle-class, with education ranging from high school 

graduate to four years of college. The instrument was completed in the 

homes of the subjects following an explanation of the study by a re

search assistant. Bienvenu explains his analysis of the MCI as follows: 

To determine the nature of the communication differences between 
couples with good communication and those with poor communication, 
a quartile comparison was made. The chi-square test was used in 
an item analysis to determine those items shotting a significant 
difference (in niimber of favorable and unfavorable responses) be
tween the upper and lower quartiles of the inventory. In computing 
the chi-squares, the responses of "Usual'iy," and "Sometimes" were 
combined into one category and the responses of "Seldom," and 
"Never" combined into another thus forming a 2 x 2 contingency 
table. 

At the .001 level of confidence with one degree of freedom, 40 . . , 
items were found to be significantly discriminating between the 
upper and lower quartiles. . . . The mean score for the group of 
344 subjects was 105.73. This was compared to a comparable group 
of 60 subjects whose mean score was 105.68, thus suggesting very 
strong cross-validation of the instrument. 

Further validation was established in a concurrent study of marital 
communication in 23 couples receiving marriage counseling and 23 
couples who were not known to be having marital difficulties. Both 
groups resided in an urban community and were comparable as to age, 
length of marriage, and education. It was hypothesized that there 
would be a significant difference in the degree of marital communi
cation between the two groups. Using the Mann-Whitney U test a 
significant difference between them was found (U - 117, p - .01). 

To test reliability of the MCI a split half correlation coefficient 
on scores of the 60 subjects mentioned above on the odd-numbered 



and on the even-numbered statements was computed. Using the Spear
man Brown Correction formula a coefficient of .93 was revealed after 
correction, thus suggesting very high reliabilitv (Bienvenu, 1970, 
pp. 27-28). 

Rappaport (197 6) found a Pearson Product Moment test-retest 

correlation of .94 (N - 40) between the prewait scores and postwait 

scores two months later. Collins (cited in Guerney, 1977) provides 

evidence of construct validity for the MCI by confirming hypothesized 

differences in his experiment via the MCI. His study gave further evi

dence of validity in that the MCI correlated with measures of com.muni-

cation, adjustment, and harmony in married life. Using 90 married sub

jects, there were significant Pearson Product Moment correlations be

tween the MCI and the Primary Communication Inventory (.69, p < .001); 

the Marital Adjustment- Test (.70 < ,001); and the Family Life Question

naire—Conjugal (.78 p < .001). 

Handling Problems Change Scale (HPCS) 

Although it was not hypothesized that there would be a change 

in problem-solving ability as a result of the retreats, the solving of 

problems in a relationship is obviously an element in marital satis

faction. Both retreat formats contain segments of problem-solving or 

conflict-resolution techniques. Therefore, an instrument was selected 

to measure this concept, the HPCS, which was used only at/the follow-up 

test. This was one of the ways of assessing change suggested by Guerney 

(1977). This two-question instrument, devised by Schlein, Guerney, and 

Stover, is shown in Appendix F. The first question asks how adequately 

the subject feels he or she was dealing with realtionship problems 

seven weeks ago (before the retreat). The second asks how adequately 
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he or she feels the problems are being handled at the present time (at 

the follow-up test). Each question has five possible answers—a 

through e. To assess change, a is assigned a value of one, b, two, etc. 

The value of the answer to the first question is subtracted from the 

value of the answer to the second question. The greater the difference, 

the greater the improvement. The originators report that adequate re

liability for purposes of group testing, as well as construct validitv, 

"can be reasonably inferred from the fact that experimental hypotheses 

that were tested via the HPCS were confirmed in botn the Schlein (1971) 

and Rappaport (1976) studies summarized in this book" (p. 356). Other 

evidence of'validity is based on Schlein's study of 96 subjects, in 

which he found a significant correlation between the HPCS and the 

Relationship Change Scale (.29, p <.01) and the Satisfaction Change 

Scale (.43, p < .001). Appendix F contains a copy of the HPCS. 

The three instruments described above involve self-report. 

Olson (1977) states that "the most typical reaction is to assume that 

the self-report is invalid and therefore should not be used. However, 

it is equally tenable that the behavior data are invalid" (p. 126). He 

states further that 

some theoretical concepts dealing with interpersonal relationships 
require both self-report and behavioral measures. l\rnile some con
cepts can be measured using only one type of research method, other 
concepts necessitate more than one approach. For example, only 
self-report methods can be used to'measure certain dimensions re
lated to the self (self-concept, attitudes, personality) or to 
assess descriptions of relationships with others (role expectations, 
marital satisfaction) (p. 128). 

For the purpose of this study, self-report was the method of 

evaluation used, since marital satisfaction is the primary concept at 



issue. Although communication is shown as a dependent variable, and 

some communication skills are included in the treatment packages, 

measuring communication is a secondary goal of the study and is con

sidered another way of looking at marital satisfaction. 

Research Design 

A quasi-experimental three by two block design (Kerlinger, 1973; 

Campbell & Stanley, 1963) was used. The three in each analysis refers 

to the three groups being compared—the Social Exchange Model, Basic 

Model, and Control Group; and the two refers to the two sub-groups of 

the other independent variables. As previously explained, the median 

of the total sample was taken to make a dichotomous division of age and 

length of marriage, and sex and developmental stage provided a natural 

dichotomy. 

Although randomization and matching of subjects was not possi

ble, the control aspect of internal validity was sought through building 

into the design the variables mentioned above—changing them from what 

might be extraneous variables to attribute variables (Kerlinger, 1973). 

The analysis of covariance, used in the statistical analysis m.entioned 

below, also adds to internal validity. To some extent homogeneity 

exists in that 98 of the 110 subjects were members of Southern Baptist 

Churches. 

The researcher and his wife facilitated all the retreats. Be

cause of their past experience with the Basic Model, their training in 

the MCCP, PSST, and CPil portions of the Social Exchange Model, and 

their involvement in the design of tne latter model, there was little 
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or no facilitator bias. Thus instructor variance was virtually 

eliminated. 

Generalizability was increased through using subjects from 

Texas, New Mexico, and Idaho, rather than just from one locality or 

area. 

The design of this study has some characteristics similar to 

one discussed by Cam.pbell and Stanley (1963) which they called "the 

non-equivalent control group design," described as "an experimental 

group and a control group both given a pretest and a posttest, but in 

which the control group and the experimental group do not have pre-

experimental sampling equivalence"., (p. 217). Campbell and Stanley 

point out that the addition of an unmatched or nonequivalent control 

group reduces greatly the equivocality of interpretation over a one-

group design with pretest and posttest. They also .state that "the 

control group, even if widely divergent in method of recruitm.ent and in 

mean level, assists in the interpretation" (p. 220). 

Data from the Information Sheet and completed instrum.ents were 

transferred to cards for use in making a computer analysis. The prin

cipal statistical procedure used was the analysis of variance and 

covariance (Kerlinger, 1973; Cornett & Beckner, 1975). As advised by 

Kerlinger, instead of analyzing difference scores, the analysis of 

covariance was used to test the hypotheses. The Statistical Analysis 

System (SAS, 197 9) programs were employed. 

The results of this statistical analysis are given in Chapter 

IV. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

In accordance with the study's design, as described in Chapter 

III, instruments were completed by the 34 individuals who participated 

in the Social Exchange Model retreats, the 34 participants in the Basic 

Model retreats, and the 42 persons who formed the Control Group. Fol

lowing the scoring of the instruments, the data were analyzed, and the 

results are examined in this chapter. 

Treatment Effect 

The first hypothesis investigated was that there would be a 

significant difference in marital satisfaction and communication be

tween the two treatment groups and a Control Group, as demonstrated bv 

the pretest, posttest, and follow-up test scores of the Dyadic Adjust

ment Scale (DAS) and the Marital Communication Inventory (MCI). Tables 

4 through 11 show the means, adjusted means, and standard deviations 

by treatment. Each of the tables also shows an additional variable such 

as sex, age, length of marriage, or marital developmental stage. In 

some of the tables, the use of the analysis of covariance zo ascertain 

treatment effect was inappropriate, since the assumption of homogeneity 

of regression slopes was not satisfied (Kirk, 1968). Such was not the 

case for Tables 10 and 11, which were used in the following disc-assion 

of treatment effect, since this assumption was met for both posttest 

and follow-up test data. 

59 
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In order to examine the treatment effect hypothesis, an anal

ysis of covariance (using the pretest as the covariate) was employed. 

The analysis indicated a significant effect for treatment on the 

marital satisfaction (DAS) scores: posttest assessment, F_ (2, 103) = 

16.69, £ < .0001; and at the follow-up test, F (2, 103) = 5.56, p < .01. 

As indicated by Table 10, the Social Exchange Model showed the greater 

change from pretest to posttest, and continued to move upward at the 

follow-up test, while the other group scores decreased or remained 

essentially the same. 

An analysis of covariance of the communication (MCI) scores, as 

shown in Table 11, also showed a significant effect for treatment: post-

test level, ^, (2, 103) = 16.88, £ < .0001; and follow-up test, F_ (2, 

103) = 7.25, £ < .01. The Social Exchange Model scores showed upward 

movement from pretest to follow-up test, whereas the other groups de

clined or remained essentially.the same from posttest to follow-up test. 

Although it was not hypothesized that there would be a change 

in ability to handle problems as a result of participating in the re

treats, the Handling Problems Change Scale (HPCS) was used as a measure 

of this concept, as well as another means for evaluation of the two 

-treatments. Table 3 shows the means and standard deviations for this 

-scale. Using a correlated data, technique t.-test (Cornett S Beckner . 

1975), the Social Exchange Model group perceived a significant cnange 

in ability to handle problems, _t (32) = 4.14, £ < .001. The Basic Model 

group showed no significant change, z_ (32) = 1.29, £ > .05; and obvious

ly the Control Group showed no significant change. 



Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for the 
Handling Problems Change Scale 

by Treatment and Sex 

61 

7 weeks before 
Follow-up test 

At time of 
Follow-up test Difference 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 33) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Males (N = 16) 
Mean 
5. D. 

Females (N =17) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Basic Model 
(N = 33) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Males (N = 17) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Females (N = 16) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Control Group 
(N = 40) 
Mean 
S- D. 

Males (N = 19) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Females (N = 21) 
Mean 
S. D. 

3.70 
.98 

3.69 
.87 

3.71 
1.10 

3.82 
1.01 

4.12 
.60 

3.50 
1.26 

4.30 
.72 

4.21 
.63 

4.38 
.30 

4.36 
.70 

4.25 
.77 

4.47 
.62 

4.00 
1.06 

4.29 
.59 

3.69 
1.35 

4.33 
.80 

4.37 
.50 

4.29 
1.01 

66̂ '̂ 

56 

76 

lS-k-'< 

1 7 

1 9 

0 3 •;:-;: 

1 6 

-.09 

* t(32) = 4.14, £ < .001 

** Not Significant 



62 

A correlational analysis was used to examine how the two sets 

of answers on the HPCS related to the pretest and follow-up test DAS 

and MCI scores. The DAS correlations were .59 and .60 respectively, 

and the MCI correlations were .54 and .54, all with a significance of 

.0001. 

The analysis of treatment effect showed that there was a sig

nificant difference in marital satisfaction and communication between 

the two treatment groups and the control group, and therefore Hypothe

sis 1 is accepted. As shown in Figures 3 and 4, the social Exchange 

Model showed the most consistent upward movement. 

Sex 

The second hypothesis tested was that the sex of participants 

would result in a significant difference in the scores of the DAS and 

MCI. Table 4 shows the means, adjusted means, and standard deviations 

for marital satisfaction, by sex, represented by the DAS scores. Table 

5 gives the same information for communication, by sex, as shown by the 

MCI scores. 

An analysis of covariance (using the pretest as the covariate) 

'Was employed to test the effects of sex. Posttest scores on the DAS and 

MCI showed no significant change based on sex of participants. The F 

scores were: DAS, F (1, 103) = 2.55, £ > .05; MCI, l_ (1, 103) = .12, 

£ > .05. The use of analysis of covariance was inappropriate for the 

DAS follow-up test since the assumption of homogeneity of regression 

slopes was not satisfied, F̂  (1, 98) = 4.80, £ < .05. An analysis of 

variance showed no significant effect for sex, F (1, 104) = .20, D > .05. 
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Social Exchange Model 
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Control Group ======== 
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Figure 3 
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Table 4 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviati 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, 

by Treatment and Sex 

ons 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Males (N = 17) 
Mean (Adj .) 
S. D. 

Females (N = .17) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Basic Model 

(N = 42) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Males (N = 21) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Females (N = 21) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Pretest Posttest 

108 
13 

107, 
14, 

109. 
11. 

.71 

.08 

.76 

.59 

,65 
,76 

(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Males (N = 17) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Females (N = 17) 
Mean (Adj,) 
S. D. 

Control Group 

114.79 
15.86 

117.88 
12.05 

111.71 
13.79 

120.43 
14.46 

119.62 
12.61 

121.24 
16.38 

Follow-up test 

111.53 (117.33) 116.32 (121.91) 
12.74 10.89 

111.18 (117.83) 115.88 (122.29) 
13.30 12.35 

111.18 (116.32) 116.76 (121.52) 
12.55 9.60 

115.91 (116.16) 113.38 (113.62) 
16.60 20.73 

118.35 (115.78) 118.29 (115.82) 
11.97 12.19 

113.47 (116.53) 108.-̂ w (111.4_; 
20.30 26.20 

120.14 (115.25) 120.50 (115.79) 
14.45 14.76 

121.05 (116.90) 121.95 (117.95) 
12.83 12.37 

119.24 (113.61) 119.05 (113.62) 
16.17 17.00 

i;-Ratio 

Treatment 
Sex 
Treatment-Sex 

Posttest 
16.48* 
2.00"" 

i . 0 / " " 

Follow-up test 
5.56*** 
4.71*5V:'c:̂ ' 

2,87** 

*£ < .0001 **£ > .05 •**p < .01 •***p < .05 
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Table 5 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, 

by Treatment and Sex 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Males (N = 17) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Females ( N = 17) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Basic Model 
(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Males (N =17) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Females (N = 17) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Control Group 
CN = 42) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Males (N = 21) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Females (N = 21) 
Mean 
S. D. 

Treatment 
Sex 
Treatment-Sex 

*p < .0001 

Pretest 

90.44 
16.02 

90.06 
15.06 

90.82 
17.38 

95.18 
18.22 

98.29 
16.58 

92.06 
19.72 

105.19 
16.40 

99.71 
16.91 

110.67 
14.22 

**p >.05 

Posttest 

94.44 
15.74 

94.41 
15.74 

94.47 
16.22 

99.18 
20.74 

100.71 
17.48 

97.65 
24.01 

105.43 
15.69 

103.52 
15.22 

"107.33 
16.30 

(101.10) 

(101.43) 

(100.77) 

(101.39) 

( 99.99) 

(102.79) 

( 98.25) 

(101.48) 

( 95.01) 

F-Ratio 

Posttest 
17 

1 

.40* 
17*yc 

.69** 
•^l -k-M-k-kp 

Follow-up test 

101.00 (106.78) 
14.18 

100.58 
15.04 

101.41 
13.72 

96.76 
21.16 

101,29 
16.94 

92.24 
24.36 

105.81 

15.09 

103.76 
14.96 

107.86 

15.30 

Follow-u] 
7.43**̂  
0.25** 
4.09** 

< .05 

(106.68) 

(106.88) 

( 98.69) 

(100.68) 

( 96.70) 

( 99.58) 

(101.99) 

( 97.17) 

J test 
f\ 

j ^ j . 



Follow-up scores on the MCI showed no significant change based on sex 

of participant. Using the covariate procedure, £ (1, 103) = .25, 

£ > .05. 

Both males and females in the Social Exchange Model showed a 

consistent upward movement on both DAS and MCI scores, with both sexes 

having almost identical means. In the Basic Model, the males started 

out with higher pretest scores, and changed upward slightly at the 

later tests. The females showed an upward change to the posttest, but 

a decline at the follow-up test interval. The Control Group females 

had higher pretest scores, but declined at the following intervals. 

The male scores showed an upward movement at the posttest and remained 

essentially the same at the follow-up. 

Based on this analysis, sex of participant showed no signifi

cant differences on the DAS and MCI scores, and therefore hypothesis 2 

is rejectee. 

A'̂ e 

The third hypothesis examined was that the age of the subjects 

participating in the study would result in a significant difference in 

the scores of the DAS and MCI. Table 6 gives the means, adjusted means, 

and standard deviations for marital satisfaction, by age, represented 

by the DAS scores. Table 7 gives the same information for communica

tion, by age, as shown by the MCI scores. 

The use of analysis of covariance was inappropriate for the DAS 

posttest since the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was 

not satisfied, F (1, 98) = 8.87, £ < .01. An analysis of variance 



68 

Table 6 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, 

by Treatment and Age 

Pretest Posttest Follow-up test 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Age 20-30 (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Age 31-65 (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Basic Model 
(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Age 20-30 (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Age 31-65 (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Control Group 
(N = 42) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Age 20-30 (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Age 31-65 (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S, D. 

24) 

10) 

9) 

25) 

22) 

20) 

108.71 
13.08 

110.79 
13.09 

103.70 
12.27 

114.79 
15.86 

102.67 
18.63 

119.16 
12.46 

120.43 
14.46 

118.27 
17.06 

122.80 
10.89 

111.53 
12.74 

112.75 
12.00 

108.60 
14.62 

115.91 
16.60 

105.11 
14.99 

119.80 
15.64 

120.14 
14.45 

115.18 
15.51 

125.60 
11.17 

(117.70) 

(116.59) 

(118.81) 

(116.19) 

(116.25) 

(116.12) 

(115.47) 

(112.30) 

(118.65) 

116.32 1 
10.89 

118.38 ( 
10.45 

111.40 ( 
10.83 

113.38 
20.70 

102.44 
22.69 

117.32 
18.93 

120.50 
14.76 

117.55 
17.23 

123.75 
10.98 

^21.74) 

a22.12) 

:i21.36) 

(113.52) 

(113.31) 

(113.73) 

(115.85) 

(114.73) 

(116.97) 

F-Ratio 

Treatment 
Age 
Treatment-Age 

Posttest i:oilow-up test 
17.83* 5.38** 
33.12* 5.96*** 
17.71* 9.22^ ;* 

-£ < .0001 *^P < .01 "**£ < -05 
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Table 7 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communications Inventory, 

by Treatment and Age 

S o c i a l Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 

Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

Age 20-30 (N = 24) 
Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

Age 31-65 (N = 10) 
Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

Bas ic Model 
(N = 34) 

>fean (Adj . ) 
S. D 

Age 20-30 (N = 9) 
Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

Age 31-65 (N = 25) 
Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

C o n t r o l Group 
(N = 42) 

Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

Age 20-30 (N = 22) 
Mean (.Adj.) 
S. D, 

Age 31-65 (N = 20) 
Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

P r e t e s t 

90 .44 
16.02 

92 .79 
15.53 

84.80 
16 .57 ' 

95 .18 
18.2Z 

79.00 
13.34 

101.00 
16.23 

105.19 
16.46 

101.41 
18.12 

109.35 
13 .51 

P o s t t e s t 

94 .44 
15.74 

95 .83 
16.49 

91.10 
14.00 

99.18 
20.74 

81.00 
13.33 

105.72 
19.07 

105.43 
15.69 

100.77 
17.67 

110.55 
11.56 

(101 . 

(100. 

(102. 

( 99, 

( 97. 

(100, 

( 98. 

( 97, 

(100, 

,16) 

,01) 

.31) 

.99) 

.30) 

.67) 

.76) 

.37) 

.16) 

Fol low-up t e s t 

101.00 
14.18 

103.71 
13.16 

94.50 
15.10 

96.76 
21.16 

78.56 
.16.75 

103.32 
18.80 

105.81 
15.09 

102.68 
17.17 

109.25 
11.91 

(105.72) 

(107.30) 

(104.14) 

( 96 .64) 

( 92 .58) 

(100.70) 

(100.03) 

( 99 .75) 

(100.31) 

F - R a t i o 

Trea tment 
Age 
Trea tment -Age 

*D < .0001 " " p X 

Posi : t e s t 
1 6 . 9 1 * 
32 .79* 
21 .69* 

.01 

Follox^7-up 
7 .48** 

11 .23** 
19 .03* 

t e s t 
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showed a significant effect for age, F (1, 104) = 6.64, £ < .05. An 

analysis of covariance (using the pretest as the covariate) was used 

to examine the effects of age on the other scores. On all three of the 

following scores, age exhibited a significant effect: DAS follow-up 

test, F (1, 103) = 5.96, £ < .05; MCI posttest, F (1, 103) = 32.79, 

£ < .0001; MCI follow-up test, £ (1, 103) = 11.23, £ < .01. 

The younger group in the Social Exchange Model had a higher 

initial mean score on both the DAS and MCI. The reverse was true of 

the Basic Model and Control Group. The older group showed the most 

change in the Social Exchange Model. There was little difference in 

change between the two age groups in the Basic Model and Control Group. 

The analysis reveals that age had a significant effect on* the 

DAS and MCI scores, with Hypothesis 3 being accepted. 

Length of Marriage 

The fourth hypothesis tested was that the length of the mar

riage of the participants would result in a significant difference in 

the scores of the DAS and MCI. Table 8 gives the means, adjusted means, 

and standard deviations for marital satisfaction, by length of marriage, 

as shown by the DAS scores'̂  Table 9 gives the same information for 

communication, by length of marriage, as sho^m by the MCI scores. 

An analysis of covariance (using the pretest as the covariate) 

was employed to test the effects of length of marriage. Marriage 

length exhibited a significant effect on both the posttest scores and 

follow-up scores: DAS posttest, F (1, 103) = 33.22, p < .0001; DAS 

follow-up test, F (1, 103) = 5.54, £ < .05; MCI posttest, F (1, 103)= 
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Table 8 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale by 
Treatment and Length of Marriage 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

0-7 years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

8-41 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Basic Model 
(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

0-7 Years (N = 
Mean CAdj.) 
S. D. 

8-41 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Control Group 
(N = 42) 
Mean (Ajd.) 
S. D. 

0-7 Years (N = 
Mean (Ajd.) 
S. D. 

5-41 Years (N --
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Treatment 
Length of Mai 
TrpAtment—Lei 

*D < .0( 

20) 

•• 1 4 ) 

12) 

= 22) 

24) 

= 18) 

rriage 
leth of 

301 

Pretest 

108.71 
13.08 

108.85 
13.06 

108.50 
13.60 

114.79 
15.86 

108.42 
19.32 

118.27 
12.80 

120.43 
14.46 

118.25 
16.30 

123.33 
11.37 

Marriage 

**p < .01 

Posttest 

111.53 
12.74 

111.00 
12.32 

112.29 
13.74 

115.91 
16.60 

111.42 
18.29 

118.36 
15.49 

120.14 
14.45 

115.21 
15.08 

126.72 
10.75 

"h"-

Pc 

J. J' •'> _ 

.>y>..%p 

(117.37) 

(116.57) 

(118.17) 

(116.43) 

(117.38) 

(115.48) 

(115.83) 

(112.35) 

(119.30) 

-Ratio 

)sttest 
18.23* 
33.22* 
6.24** 

< .05 

Follow-up test 

116.32 

117.45 

114.71 

113.38 
20.73 

108.75 
22.69 

115.91 
19.67 

120.50 

14.76 

117.13 
16.56 

125.00 
10.81 

Follow-up 

(121.72) 

(122.93) 

(120.50) 

(113.85) 

(114.61) 

(113.08) 

(116.01) 

(114.31) 

(117. /I) 

test 
5.46"'̂  
5 .54*** 
3.37*** 
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Table 9 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, 

by Treatment and Length of Marriage 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

0-7 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

8-41 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S, D. 

Basic Model 
(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

0-7 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

8-41 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Control Group 
(N = 42) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

0-7 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj,) 
S. D. 

8-41 Years (N = 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Treatment 

k 

20) 

- 14) 

12) 

= 22) 

24) 

= 18) 

Length of Marriage 
Treatment-Length of 

*p < .0001 

Pretest 

90.44 
16.02 

90.25 
15.04 

90.71 
17.91 

95.18 
18.22 

85.92 
17.13 

100.23 
17.09 

105.19 
16.40 

101.17 
17.44 

110.55 
13.55 

Marriage 

Posttest 

94.44 
15.74 

93.65 
16.64 

95.57 
14.91 

99.18 
20.74 

89.50 
20.54 

104.45 
19.29 

105.43 
15.69 

100.38 
16.94 

112.17 
11.03 

F-

Pc 

01 

(100.87) 

(100.13) 

(101.64) 

(100.95) 

( 99.84) 

(102.06) 

( 98.87) 

( 97.15) 

(100.58) 

-Ratio 

DSttest 
16.63* 
35.13* 
5.45** 

Follow-

101.00 
14.18 

102.70 
12.7A 

98.57 
16.19 

96.76 
21.16 

86.17 
20.44 

102.54 
19.64 

105.81 
15.09 

101.75 
16.78 

111.22 
10.66 

Follow-up 
7.45* 

13.29* 
8.48* 

up test 

(106.12) 

(108.36) 

(103.88) 

( 97.83) 

( 95.20) 

(100.^5) 

(100.01) 

( 98.73) 

(101.10) 

test 
*\ 
4« 

•k 
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35.13, £ < .0001; MCI follow-up test, Y_ (1, 103) = 13.29, £ < .01. 

In the Social Exchange Model there was little difference in the 

pretest socres of the two length of marriage groups, but the individu

als married the shorter time showed the most upward change. In the 

Basic Model and Control Group, the shorter length marriage groups 

showed the lower initial mean scores, but neither group showed signifi

cant movement. 

According to this analysis, length of marriage had a signifi

cant effect on the DAS and MCI scores, with Hypothesis 4 being accepted. 

Marital Developmental Stage 

The fifth hypothesis investigated was that the marital develop

mental stage would result in a significant difference in the scores of 

the DAS and MCI. Table 10 contains the means, adjusted means, and 

standard deviations for marital satisfaction, by marital developmental 

stage, represented by the DAS scores. Table 11 gives similar informa

tion for communication, by marital developmental stage, as shown by the 

MCI scores. 

In order to test the effects of marital developmental stage, an 

analysis of covariance (using the pretest as the covariate) was employed. 

Marital developmental stage showed no significant effect on any of the 

scores: DAS posttest, ¥_ (1, 103) = .35, £ > .05; DAS follow-up test, 

F (1, 103) = .18, £ > .05; MCI posttest, l_ (1, 103) = .84, £ > .05; and 

MCI follow-up test, F_ (1, 103) = .05, £ > .05. 

The subjects x̂rho had children at home showed the lower pretest 

scores in the Social Exchange Model and the Control Group. The reverse 
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Table 10 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, by Treatment 

and Marital Developmental Stage 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj . ) 
S. D. 

No Children at 
Home (N = 8) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Children at 
Home (N = 26) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Basic Model 
(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

No Children at 
Home (N = 6) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Children at 
Home (N = 28) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Control Group 
(N = 42) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

No Children at 
Home (N = 26) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Children at 
Home (N = 16) 
Mean (Adj.) 
S. D. 

Pretest 

108.71 
13.08 

116.63 
8.78 

106.27 
13.35 

114.79 
15.86 

107.00 
9.55 

116.46 
16.56 

120.43 
14.46 

122.35 
15.07 

117.31 
13.28 

Posttest 

111.53 
12.74 

116.50 
7.71 

110.00 
13.68 

115.91 
16.60 

110.17 
5.08 

117.14 
17.97 

120.14 
14.45 

120.62 
15.81 

119.38 
12.37 

(116.60) 

(115.05) 

(118.15) 

(116.74) 

(117.63) 

(115.84) 

(115.58) 

(113.87) 

(117.29) 

Follow-i 

116.32 
10.89 

117.88 
9.95 

115.85 
11.31 

113.38 
20,73 

108.17 
13.52 

114.50 
22.00 

120.50 

14.76 

121.92 

16.26 

118.19 

12.05 

ap test 

(120.16) 

(116.45) 

(123.87) 

(114.37) 

(115.52) 

(113.22) 

(115.71) 

(115.28) 

(116.14) 



Table 10 ~ Continued 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, by Treatment 

and Marital Developmental Stage 

F-Ratio 

75 

Posttest Follow-up tes! 
Treatment 16.69* 5.56*** 
Developmental Stage .35** .18** 
Treatment-Developmental Stage 5.97*** 1. 97** 

*£ < .0001 **£ > .05 **'«£ < .01 
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Table 11 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, by 
Treatment and Marital Developmental Stage 

Pretest Posttest Follow-up test 

Social Exchange 
Model (N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 90.44 94.44 (101.16) 101.00 (106.30) 
S. D. 16.02 15.74 14.18 

No Children at 
Home (N = 8) 
Mean (Adj.) 96.88 101.13 (101.72) 105.13 (105.65) 
S. D. 12.77 9.39 

Children at 
Home (N = 26) 
Mean (Adj.) 88.46 92.38 (100.60) 99.73 (106.94) 
S. D. 16.60 16.84 

Basic Model 
(N = 34) 
Mean (Adj.) 95.18 99.18 (100.25) 96.76 ( 97.13) 
S. D. 18.22 20.74 21.16 

No Children at 
Home (N = 6) 
Mean (Adj.) 84.17 86.50 " ( 98.60) 3̂ .17 ( 94.79) 
S. D. 13.66 8.43 15.01 

Children at 
Home (N = 28) 
Mean (Adj.) 97.54 101.89 (101.89) 99.46 ( 99.46) 
S. D. 18.39 21.66 21.52 

Control Group 
(N = 42) 
Mean (Adj.) 105.19 105.43 ( 99.05) 105.81 ( 99.70) 
S. D. 16.40 15.69 15.09 

No Children at 
Home (N = 26) 
Mean (Adj.) 106.62 104.96 ( 96.74) 107.04 ( 99.82) 
S. D. 16.00 15.23 14.89 

Children at 
Home (N =16) 
Mean (Adj.) 102.88 106.19 (101.35) 103.81 ( 99.60) 
S. D. 17.34 16.90 15.68 
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Table 11 — Continued 

Means, Adjusted Means, and Standard Deviations 
for the Marital Communication Inventory, by 
Treatment and Marital Developmental Stage 

F-Ratio 

Posttest Follow-up test 
Treatment 16.88* 7.26*** 
Developmental Stage .84** .05** 
Treatment-Developmental Stage 11.66* 6. 70*** 

*£ < .0001 **£ > .05 ***£ < .01 
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was true of the Basic Model. Little movement was experienced by either 

group in the Basic Model and Control Group. Both developmental groups 

showed upward movement in the MCI scores of the Social Exchang.e Model, 

with those with children at home showing the greater. On the DAS means, 

only those with children at home showed any change. 

The analysis provides support for rejecting Hypothesis 5. 

Variable Interaction 

The last hypothesis examined was that there would be a signifi

cant interaction between the treatment variables in Hypothesis 1 and 

each of the participant variables in Hypotheses 2 through 5. Tables 4 

through 11 show the means, adjusted means, and standard deviations for 

the various variables. 

An anlysis of covariance (using the pretest as the covariate) 

was employed to test the interaction effects. 

Sex 

There was no significant treatment-sex interaction on the DAS 

scores, nor on the MCI postest, but there was significant interaction 

on the MCI follow-up scores. The F̂  scores were as follows: DAS post-

test, F (2, 103) = 1.57, £ > .05; MCI postest, F (2, 103) = 1.69, £ > 

.05; MCI follow-up test, F (2, 103) = 4.09, £ < .05. The use of anal

ysis of covariance was inappropriate for the DAS follow-up test since 

the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was not satisfied, 

F (2, 98) = 3.34, £ < .05. An analysis of variance showed ?_ (2, 104) 

= 1.00, £ > .05. The erratic pattern that sex played in the three 

models, as described in connection with Hypothesis 2 accounts for the 
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interaction on the MCI follow-up scores. 

Age 

Significant treatment-age interaction was exhibited by all four 

DAS and MCI scores: DAS postest, F (2, 103) = 17.71, £ < .0001; DAS 

follow-up test, i; (2, 103) = 9.22, £ < .01; MCI posttest, I (2, 103) = 

21.69, £ < .0001; and MCI follow-up test, £ (2, 103) = 19.03, £ < .0001. 

Length of Marriage 

There was significant treatment-length of marriage interaction 

as revealed by the four DAS and MCI scores: DAS posttest, F_ (2, 103) = 

6.24, £ < .01; DAS follow-up test, Y_ (2, 103) = 3.37, £ < .05; MCI 

posttest, Y_ (2, 103) = 5.45, £ < .01; and MCI follow-up test, F; (2, 103) 

= 8.48, £ < .01. 

Marital Development Stage 

There was significant treatment-marital developmental stage 

interaction as revealed by the DAS posttest score and both MCI scores, 

but no significant interaction at the DAS follow-up test. The F̂  scores 

were as follows: DAS posttest, Y_ (2, 103) = 5.97, £ < .01; DAS follow-

up test, £ (2, 103) = 1.97, £ > .05; MCI posttest, F (2, 103) = 11.66, 

£ < .0001; and MCI follow-up test, l_ (2, 103) = 6.70, £ < .01. The 

erratic pattern that developmental stage played in the three groups, as 

described in connection with Hypothesis 5, accounts for the mixed inter

action effects. 

In summary, there was significant interaction between treatment 

and age, and between treatment and length of marriage. There was mixed 
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interaction between treatment and the other two variables, sex and 

marital developmental stage. Hypothesis 6 was, therefore, rejected. 

Conclusion 

Of the six hypotheses, three were accepted and three rejected. 

Significant effects were found for Hypothesis 1, Type of Treatment; 

Hypothesis 3, Age; and Hypothesis 4, Length of Marriage. No signifi

cant effects were found for Hypothesis 2, Sex; Hypothesis 5, Marital 

Developmental Stage; and Hypothesis 6, Variable Interaction. The sig

nificant treatment effects were due to the change of the subjects 

participating in the Social Exchange Model. 

A discussion of the results, cautions concerning interpreta

tion of the study, and recommended future research will appear in 

Chanter V. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The study hypothesized that the treatment groups, comprised of 

the Social Exchange Model and the Basic Model of marriage enrichment 

(ME) retreats, would show a significant difference in marital satis

faction and communication, relative to the Control Group, as demon

strated by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) and Marital Communication 

Inventory (MCI) scores. It was further hypothesized that the sex of 

the participants, their age, length of marriage, and marital develop

ment stage would have a significant effect on the outcome. The major 

goal of the study was to assess the effectiveness of the two models in 

enhancing marital satisfaction and communication. 

The analysis in Chapter IV revealed a significant treatment 

effect. The Control Group showed virtually no movement from pretest 

to posttest to follow-up test. On the marital satisfaction (DAS) scores, 

the Basic Model moved upward slightly at posttest, but declined at the 

follow-up assessment to a point lower than the pretest. It fared 

better in the communication area, however, since the MCI scores climbed 

substantially from pretest to posttest, and the decline at follow-up 

reached a point still higher than the pretest. These findings are con

trary to the results reported by Wingo (1981) and Strozier (1981), dis

cussed in Chapter II. Emphasis needs to be made that the Basic Model's 

posttest scroes are important, regardless of the follow-up scores. This 
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was pointed out in the rebuttal of Hof et al. (1980) to comments made 

by Gurman and Kniskern (1977) and Doherty et al. (1978). Even minimal, 

short-lived effects are desirable and should not be dismissed as placebo 

nor illusory. 

The Social Exchange Model showed a strong upward movement in 

mean scores. The model gained more at the posttest than the Basic Model 

did on the DAS measurement, and an equal amount on the MCI score. In

stead of declining at follow-up as did the Basic Model, the Social Ex

change Model continued its incline, passing the Basic Model follow-up 

scores, and arriving at a position within a few points of the Control 

Group. This is clearly shown in Figures 3 and 4 in Chapter IV. 

Burgess and Wallin (1953) and others have found different 

elements entering into marital satisfaction for men and women. It was 

hypothesized, therefore, that the sex of the participants would result 

in differences in study results. However, the DAS and MCI scores failed 

to show any significant sex effects. The treatment models and Control 

Group each showed a different sex pattern, both as to initial scores 

and as to movement at the two following assessments. The erratic pat

tern produced no treatment-sex interaction on the DAS and postest MCI 

scroes, but did show significant interaction on the MCI follow-up test. 

The hypothesis concerning age effect was supported. Age had a 

significant effect on the scores of the DAS and MCI, and there was a 

significant treatment-age interaction. Little or no additional inter

pretation can be given to age effects, however, due to the age distri

butions in the three groups, and the different pattern of age effects 

shown for each group. The Social Exchange Model had a 24-10 division 
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between younger and older members; the Basic Model, a 9-25 division; 

and the Control Group, a 22-20 distribution. 

Age and length of marriage were highly correlated (.91, p < 

.0001) among the subjects; therefore, it was not surprising that both 

variables should show similar effects on the DAS and MCI scores. As 

in the case of age, the length of marriage hypothesis was accepted. 

The number of years married had a significant effect on both treatment 

and treatment-length of marriage interaction. 

The research of Luckey (1966), who found some evidence that 

marital satisfaction was negatively correlated with the number of years 

married, was not supported by the pretest DAS and MCI scores. Those 

married 8-41 years showed higher scroes than those married 0-7 years. 

However, the subjects who were married 0-7 years tended to respond 

better to the two treatment models than did the couples who had been 

married longer. The length of marriage distribution was more uniform 

in the three groups than was the age distribution. 

The hypothesis concerning marital developmental stage was not 

supported by this study. Hicks and Piatt (1970) found that couples 

who had no children at home tended to be more satisfied with their 

marriages. This research was partially affirmed by the current study 

at the pretest. In the Social Exchange Model and the Control Group, 

those who had no children at home showed higher pretest scores, but the 

reverse was true of the Basic Model. The treatment-marital developmen

tal stage interaction produced a mixed effect. A major difficulty in 

any interpretation of this finding is caused by the uneven distribu

tion of childless couples in the treatment groups, there being only 
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eight subjects in the Social Exchange Model and only six in the Basic 

Model, with no children at home. 

Since the Social Exchange Model participants reported greater 

change than did those in the Basic Model, this naturally raises ques

tions as to reasons for the difference. The theories involved may be 

partially responsible. The profit motive of the Social Exchange Theory, 

as described by Swensen (1973) may appear more concrete than the 

"valuing," "thinking," and "feeling" concepts (taken from Transactional 

Analysis) as used in the Basic Model. The greater communication change 

among subjects in the Social Exchange Model (as shown by the MCI scroes) 

may have been due to the use of the relationship enhancement (CRE) and 

couple communication (MCCP) techniques, which research shows to be . 

very effective ways of teaching communication skills. Likewise, the 

Handling Problems Change Scale scores showed more movement among sub

jects who attended the Social Exchange Model retreats. This may have 

been due to the use of the problem-solving or conflict-resolution 

techniques from the PSST program, again shown to be effective by empir

ical research. 

The marital satisfaction scores, revealed by the DAS, may have 

been partially influenced by three factors. First, the Social Exchange 

Model took a more direct approach to affection and sex, using biblical 

principles, and affording the subjects opportunity to negotiate an 

affection contract. The reaffirmation service at the end of the re

treats may have been a second influencing factor. The Basic Model has 

a very emotional and effective individual reaffirmation ceremony, but 

in the current study only two couples participated directly in one 
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retreat and one couple in the other. The remaining couples were 

merely observers. The group approach of the Social Exchange Model, 

also a moving ceremony, involved all but three couples x̂ ho chose to be 

an audience rather than participate directly. 

The third factor that may have had a substantial effect is the 

greater use of biblical material in the Social Exchange Model. All 

sessions of this model included a biblical base, with specific Bible 

verses being read by the facilitators or by the retreat participants, 

and applied to the factor of marriage being discussed. One of the 

most animated portions of each retreat was the Bible study on the last 

morning, when everyone had opportunity to participate in Bible reading 

and discussion. The mutual-submission emphasis and family governmental 

system discussion provoked enthusiastic participation. Since most of 

the participants were Baptists, who believe in the Bible as God's in

spired word, Isaiah 55:11 (Good News, 1976) may have come into play: 

"So also will be the word that I speak—it will not fail to do what I 

plan for it; it will do everything I sent it to do" (p. 803). 

In summary, participants in both ME retreat models showed im

mediate benefits as indicated by the DAS and MCI scores. Only subjects 

engaged in the Social Exchange Model retreats maintained these changes 

upon follow-up six weeks later. The effects of age and length of mar

riage of participants had an impact on results, whereas the sex of the 

subjects and marriage developmental stage were not significantly re

lated. 
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Cautions on Interpretation of Results 

In interpreting the results of this study, the methods of re

cruitment of the subjects and the inability to randomly assign them to 

the treatment groups and Control Group should be kept in mind. As 

pointed out in Chapter I, however, this limitation represents the 

"real" world in the religious field, especially in Baptist churches. 

The number of volunteers at any one time in even the larger churches is 

usually insufficient to enable the random assignment of subjects to two 

or more groups. There appears to be a real reluctance among Baptists 

to participate in ME activities. This may be related to the Baptist 

theology of the security of the believer, better known as "once saved, 

always saved." Following the wedding ceremony, the typical Baptist 

couple seems to believe that their marriage will progress smoothly and 

naturally without the assistance of growth or enrichment activities. 

Therefore, Baptist leadership relies heavily on volunteerism. ME ac

tivities are duly advertised in the internal news media, and those who 

are interested contact the church office to indicate that desire. Al

though additional contacts are sometimes made by the leadership, this 

has to be done cautiously, and is frequently limited to those who have 

shown some previous interest in family ministry activities. 

Keeping in mind these precautionary statements, the researcher 

is of the opinion that the practical approach taken was compatible with 

Baptist life, and that the results were significant. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

During the conduct of this study, areas for future research be

came apparent. They are: 

1. An attempt should be made to recruit subjects through 

public media, non-Baptist churches, and other community organizations. 

This would aid in interpreting the generalizability of both ME models. 

Conducting retreats for minority churches would test the applicability 

to other ethnic groups. 

2. A test of whether or not the use of biblical concepts and 

scripture increases the effectiveness of a retreat should be attempted. 

Two different versions of each retreat could be devised—the current 

format and one which totally eliminates reference to the Bible. His

torical, psychological, and philosophical concepts could be substituted 

for the Bible references. For example, in the period when the Bible 

study takes place in the Social Exchange Model, the time could be used 

for a historical survey of marriage systems. Another possibility would 

be to locate or devise an instrument designed to measure the effective

ness of biblical content. 

3. A change in time frame of the models would provide an 

opportunity to test the significance of the weekend "high" that tends 

to occur when couples get together for a substantial period of time. A 

four-evening format could be used, with couples meeting one evening a 

week for four weeks. Another approach would be to concentrate the re

treat material into a one-day activity. 

4. One of the purposes of ME is to provide preventive main

tenance of a marriage. Therefore, a long-term follow-up of the couples 
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who participated in this study should be undertaken to determine if 

the marriages stay intact, examine the quality of their family life, 

and take a look at the types of ME activities in which they engage in 

the future. 
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MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT RETREAT: A SOCIAL EXCHANGE MODEL 
BASED ON BIBLICAL PRINCIPLES 

This retreat format, based on Biblical principles and Lewis' and 
Spanier's Theory of Marital Quality and Marital Stability (1979), is 
designed to increase marital satisfaction of participating couples 
through emphasis on: (1) positive regard between spouses, (2) emotional 
gratification, (3) communication, and (4) interaction between spouses. 
The format for the five sessions of the retreat is described below. The 
visual aids used are shown in box form. 

Friday Evening (7:00 - 9:15) 

1. Introduction. 

Theme: Positive Regard 

(1) Introduce leader couple and make "housekeeping" announcements— 
meals, restrqom locations, breaks, etc. 

(2) If research is being done, have inventories completed. 

2. Why Marriage Enrichment? 

\^Y Marriage Enricl iment? 

—skyrocketing divorce rate. 
—abuse of spouse and 
—most relationships 

children. 
are fune

tioning at a fraction of 
their potential. 

—few couples enjoy a 
good relationship. 

really 

3. What is Marriage Enrichment? 

(1) Use visual to ex
plain some of the 
reasons for the ME 
movement. 

Marriage Enrichment Is: 

-any growth or new learning 
experience that enhances 
marriage. 
•a process designed for good 
marriages to become better, 
-an educational experience, 
-not therapy. 

(1) Use visual to ex
plain that ME is. 
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4. Assumptions for Retreat. 

(1) 

1. 

2. 

(2) 

Everyone is responsible for his/her own learning and enrich
ment. We will be giving you some enriching ideas and leading 

you through some experien
tial activities, but the 
way you participate or use 
this material in your oxm. 
marriage is entirely up to 
you. 

Assumptions for Retreat 

Everyone is responsible for his/ 
her own learning. 
Do only what you feel comfortable 
doing. 

Do only what you feel comfortable doing. We hope you all 
participate in the activities planned for this retreat, but 
we want you to feel free to "pass" if you do not feel comfor
table at any point. There will be no pressure put on you at 
any time. 

5. Biblical Foundation for Retreat. 

(1) The Ephesians 4 pas
sage tells us to be 
humble, gentle, and 
patient—to show love 
by being tolerant with 
one another. It em
phasizes unity and the 
gifts given to each by 
God. This passage ad
dresses people in the 

church, but can be applied to the marriage relationship. 
(2) The Corinthian chapter stresses the importance of love, but 

the four verses listed describe the behaviors of love and give 
excellent concepts to follow. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Biblical Foundation 

Ephesians 4 :2-7. Show love by 
being tolerant—unity—gifts. 
1 Corinthians 13:4-7. Behaviors 
of love. 
Ephesians 5:21. 
each other. 

Submission to 

Key Scripture for Retreat 

Ephesians 5:21. "Submit yourselves 
to one another, because of your 
reverance for Christ." 

Submission includes 
—openness 
—availability 
—vulnerability 

(3) The submission to each 
other called for in 
this passage is the 
key scripture of the 
retreat. 

(4) There will be a number of other Bible passages referred to 
during the retreat, but these passages form the foundation on 
which the retreat is based. 
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(1) Swensen (1973) gives a 
concise definition of 
the Exchange Theory: 
"To put it simply, ex
change theory sees the 
interaction between two 
people as a function of 
what each person gets 
out of the relationship; 
no payoff in the re
lationship, no relation
ship. Or, if there has 

been payoff, when the payoff stops, the relationship stops. 
Love and stock manipulation, altruism and huckstering, all are 
at base motivated by the same force: profit." 

The Bible talks a lot about profit. Isaiah 48:17 says "I am 
the Lord thy God which teacheth thee to profit. Jeremiah 2:11 
states "my people have changed their glory for that which doth 
not profit." Matthew 16:26 emphasizes "for what is a man 
profited.if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own 
'soul?" 

Exchange Theory 

" . . . exchange theory sees the 
interaction between two people 
as a function of what each per
son gets out of the relation
ship. . . Love and stock manip
ulation . . . all are at base 
motivated by the same force: 
profit" (Swensen, 1973). 

(2) Although marriage is a God-given institution, the quality is 
. increased and personal satisfaction (reward or profit) in
creased as each spouse sincerely works at and positively con
tributes to the various aspects of the relationship. 

Marital Quality/Stability 

(Prepare a mechanical model of 
Figure 2 to show the interaction 
of the four vectors.) 

(4) 

(3) By applying pressure to 
the four 'v-'ectors on the 
mechanical model, thus 
showing the effect on 
the marital dyad, this 
will illustrate how the 
quality and stability 
of a relationship may 

vary over the life cycle. 

Research shows that some of the key experiences that produce 
the "attractions" in the Exchange Theory are: (a) positive 
regard for spouse; (b) emotional gratification, (c) effective
ness of communication, and (d) amount and/or quality of inter
action. 

Our activities this weekend will take a look at each of these 
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7. Get Acquainted 

3, 

9 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Break up into non-partner dyads. 
Dyads get general information from each other—job, family, 
hobbies, etc. 
Come back together into larger group (in a circle), and each 
member of the dyad will introduce the other member of the 
dyad. 
Go around circle and have each call off the given name of all 
just introduced in this exercise. 

Break for Refreshments. 

Couples in "Knee-to-Knee" Session, 

(1) Explain meaning of "knee-to-knee" session—couples sitting 
facing each other, with knees touching. 

(2) Share three things each likes about the other. 
(3) Share three things each likes about self. 
(4) Reflect or paraphrase back to each other the six things shared. 
(5) Leaders will demonstrate before exercise begins. 

10. Form Foursome (Two Couples). 

(1) Share how you first met your spouse and what attracted you. 
(2) Share three things you like about your spouse. 
(3) Discuss what you want most from this retreat. 

11. How Do You Say, "I Love You?" (Swihart, 1979). 

(1) Explain eight languages of 
love. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Languages of Love 

Meeting material needs. 
Helping. 
Spending time together. 
Meeting emotional needs. 
Saying it with words. 
Saying it with touch. 
Being on the same side. 
Bringing out the best. 

e. 
f. 

a o 

h. 

a. Meeting material needs-
giving gifts and meet
ing other material 
needs. 

b. Helping—household 
chores, child care, 
special projects. 

c. Spending time together-
time equals love. 

Meeting emotional needs—good listener, ability to share 
and understand each other's feelings. 
Saying it with words—"I love you." 
Saying it with touch—a hello or goodbye kiss, a hand on 
the shoulder, holding hands, arm around spouse, sex. 
Being on the same side—faithfulness, protection, allies 
in public, protecting each other's weaknesses. 
Bring out the best—helping each other reach maximum of 
his/her potential, encouraging each other's special gifts 
or talents and hobbies. 
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(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

Pass out handout containing these languages of love 
Wife should rate or rank her languages 1 through 8, with 1 
the most important to her. 
Wife than rates or ranks what she thinks her husband's lan
guages to be. 

(5) Husband follows the same procedure. 
(6) Husband and wife then exchange lists, compare, and discuss, 

m knee-to-knee" session. Don't try to force change. 

12. Close Session. 

(1) If time permits, process last exercise. 
(2) Announce breakfast plans. 
(3) Give starting time for tomorrow's session. 

13. References: Lewis & Spanier (1979), Spanier & Lewis (1980), Good 
News Bible (1976), Swihart (1979), The Holy Bible-King James 
Version (no date), Swensen (1973). 

Saturday Morning (9:00 - 12:00). Theme: Communication 

1. Introduce Session with Skit. 

Scene 1. 

Wife: "ÎJhy can't you ever help me around here? Don't you see that 
I need some help with the dishes and putting the kids to 
bed? All you ever do is watch TVl" 

Husband: "Can't I ever get any peace around here? I work my 
fingers to the bone trying to make a living for you and the 
kids, and what thanks do I get? You are always on my back 
about something.' Leave me alone.' f II 

Scene 2. 

Wife: "I'm really upset! I was looking forward to having an hour 
or two to relax with you this evening, but with dinner late 
and the kids on a tear, things are in a mess! I know you 
are tired, too, and that you are watching your favorite TV 
show, but I would really feel grateful if you would give me 
a hand with the kids while I finish clearing up here in the 
kitchen." 

Husband: "You are upset and disappointed because the evening isn't 
turning out like you wanted it to, and you would like for me 
to give you a hand with the kids while you finish up in the 
kitchen. Is that right?" 
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Wife: "Right, and I really would appreciate it r M 

Husband: "I'm sorry I wasn't more observant this evening. I just 
got interested in this episode and sort of lost touch with 
my surroundings. Of course, I'll give you a hand with the 
kids, and maybe we can still have some time together before 
the evening's over." 

2. Relationship Enhancement (Guerney, 1977). 

(1) Which version or scene of this skit carries out the instruc
tions in Ephesians 4:29-32? Read this passage and process. 

Speaker Skills 

1. Make it clear that you are 
stating your own point of 
view. 

2. Show specific feelings. 
3. First say something posi

tive . 
4. Be specific as to time, 

place, etc. 
5. Tell partner what you want 

and how it would make you 
feel. 

6. Convey empathy. 

(2) Explain "speaker" 
skills, using the 
material on pp. 29-
41 (Guerney, 1977) 
as background, but 
keeping explanation 
brief. 

Do 
1. 
2. 

5. 

Listener Skills 

Put self in partner's shoes. 
Listen for words, feelings, 
voice tone. 
Watch partner's eyes, hands, 
posture, etc. 
Summarize the main thoughts 
and feelings expressed by 
your partner. 
Put your own feelings and 
thoughts aside. 

Don't: 
1. Ask questions. 
2. Present your own opinion, 
3. Interpret. 
4. Make suggestions. 
5. Make judgments. 

(3) Explain "listener" 
skills, using Guer
ney 's (1977) mater
ial on pp. 26-29 as 
background, but keep
ing explanation brief. 
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3. 

4. 

(4) Read^Proverbs 25:11, 16:23, 15:23, 12:18, 18:13, and James 

(5) Ask each to pair up with a non-spouse. Ask for a volunteer 

i r t r l r ^ ^"^ "'̂ ''̂  '° ^'^ ^^ practicing these techniques. 
As each dyad practices, the rest of the group looks on. Fol
lowing each dyad performance, other members of the group will 
give feedback as to whether or not the dyad demonstrated the 
speaker and listener roles. 

Refreshment Break. 

Couple Communication (Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1979), 

(1) Explain that the followin 
speaker-listener skills just learned 

g concepts go along nicely with the 

Awareness l^eel 

Sensin g 

/ Doing \ 

\ Wanting 

/ " Thinking \ 

Feeling / 

(2) Using material 
from pp. 26-33 
of Miller, et 
al., briefly 
explain the 
"awareness 
wheel." 

(3) Leader couple 
will demon
strate in the 
"here and now" 
the spokes of 
the wheel. 

(4) Ask for volun
teer couples to 
pick any issue 
and talk about 
it in front of 
the group, try
ing to use the 
awareness wheel 
concepts. 

(5) With the couple's permission, ask the group to feed back what 
they heard (skills—not content). 

Styles (Ways) of Talking 
(6) Using material 

from pp. 103-127 
of Miller, et al., 
briefly explain 
the four styles 
of communication. 

(7) Ask each to get 
with a non-spouse, 
and then ask for 
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volunteer dyads to pick one or more of the four styles and 
discuss an issue using the selected style(s) in front of the 
group. 

(8) Ĵhen each dyad is finished, ask the group to identify the 
style(s) being demonstrated. 

(9) Ask each to get back with his/her own spouse and decide on an 
issue they would be willing to discuss in front of the group, 
using all the skills learned today. 

(10) Use balance of session listening to and giving feedback to 
volunteer couples. 

5. Closing Remarks. 

(1) Explain that two forms of communication training—Relation
ship Enhancement and Couple Communication—have been briefly 
introduced today. 

(2) Encourage participants to enroll in one of these communica
tion workshops if they become available in the community. 

(3) Give lunch plans and time to return for afternoon session. 

6. References: Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman (1979); Guerney (1977); 
Good News Bible (1976). 

Saturday Afternoon (3:00 - 5:00). Theme: Interaction 

1. Companionship. 

(1) Explain that this is a relatively "new" concept in marriage. 
(2) Does not exist in all countries. 
(3) Have brainstorming session as to what companionship is all 

about. 

2. Shared Activities. 

(1) Ask participants to name some of their shared activities. 
(2) Process or discuss. 

3. Religious Activities 

(1) Get feedback from group as to their concepts of the importance 
and significance of: 

a. Joint church attendance. 
b. Couple praying together. 
c. Other religious activities. 

(2) Explain that even secular research shows that couples who 
attend church together show greater marital satisfaction. 



4. Effective Problem Solving. 

(1) Read Proverbs 25:15. 

lo: 

Low 
Needs 

Conflict Resolution 

High Relationship 

Yield Resolve 

Compromise 

Withdraw Win 

High 
Needs 

Low Relationship 

Ten Steps in Problem Solving 

1. Listen carefully—express own feel
ings. 

2. Explore problem area. 
3. Problem in relationship terms (us). 
4. How each contributed to problem. 
5. State goal (be specific). 
6. Alternate solutions (brainstorm). 
7. Evaluate alternative solutions. 
8. Select best solution (be specific). 
9. Implement solution (definite time). 
10. Evaluate progress (set a date in 

the future). 

(2) Using material 
from pp. 59-64 
of Roberts, 
Roberts, i 
Wright (1979). 
briefly explain 
the five ways of 
dealing with con
flict in getting 
couple and person
al needs met. 

(3) Briefly explain 
the ten steps in 
problem solving 
(Paris, 1979). 

(4) 

(5) 

The place of prayer in problem solving. Read following prayer 

(Ikerman, 1980); 

"God, we are so grateful that we can rely on Thee for answers 
when our own finite will fails us. 

Keep us from deep discouragement which comes from feeling that 
we must give up and turn back. 

Help us to hold on just a little longer until we can see the 
problem clearly and know that Thou wilt guide us to the right 

ending. 
Keep us from being lost in a maze of life s journey, and bring 

us to our rightful place in Thy Kingdom, through Thy name, 
Amen" (p. 95). 

Charlie Shedd (Shedd & Shedd, 1979) suggests another prayer 
that would be useful as a couple works on a problem: 
"Lord, help us to understand each other; 
To appreciate each other's thoughts; 
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To feel each other's feelings. 
Take over completely in our hearts and make us 

sensitive with the sensitivity of Christ 
Amen" (p. 10). 

(6) Have couples get into a knee-to-knee session and give each 
couple a standard problem: 

You two have frequently disagreed about finances. The wife 
is very conservative and expects to save as much money as she 
can. However, the husband likes to spend money and is always 
buying tools. The wife thinks his tools are a waste of money 
and that he should sell some of them. She is filled with 
frustration and worry because she doesn't think there is enough 
money to pay the bills. She has repeatedly brought the sub
ject up but he always changes the subject. Determined to have 
something done about the situation, the wife says: "I would 
like to talk with you about our fir^nces." 

All couples should use the first eight of the 10 problem-
solving steps to solve this problem. 

(7) When all have finished, have discussion of solutions reached 
and any feelings involved. 

5. Refreshment Break. 

6. Solve Actual Couple Problem. 

Potential Problem Areas 

1. Common goals and values. 
2. Commitment to growth. 
3. Communications skills. 
4. Creative use of conflict. 
5. Appreciation and affection, 
6. Agreement on gender roles. 
7. Cooperation and teamwork. 
8. Sexual fulfillment. 
9. Money management. 
10. Parent effectiveness. 

(1) Briefly refer to 
the list of po
tential problem 
areas, and suggest 
that each couple 
choose one of these 
areas or anything 
else they wish to 
work on (Mace & 
Mace, 1978). 

(2) Using the first eight steps of the 10 problem-solving steps, 
each couple will be asked to attempt to solve the problem of 
their choice, privately. 

(3) After solution is reached, each couple should write out a 
"contract" using the following format: 
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Because I love you so much, I promise during the next 
to work specifically on . This will be 
followed by what each agrees to do about the problem, and then 
each should sign. 

Provide each couple with a handout for their contract. 

7. Closing. 

(1) Announce dinner plans. 
(2) Give time for start of evening session. 

8. References: Farris (1979); Roberts, Roberts, & Wright (1979); Good 
News Bible (1976); Ikerman (1980); Shedd 5c Shedd (1979); Mace & 
Mace (1978). 

Saturday Evening (7:00 - 8:30). Theme: Emotional Gratification 

1. I Count Me/I Count You (Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman (1979) 

Self/Other Esteem' Attitudes 

I don't 
I don't 

I count 
I don't 

I don't 
I count 

I count 
I count 

count 
count 

me; 
count 

count 
you. 

me; 
you. 

me; 
you. 

you. 

me; 

(1) Briefly explain this 
concept, using material 
from pp. 142-157 of 
Miller, et al. 

(2) Leader couple will 
demonstrate concept. 

(3) Emotional gratifi
cation starts with 
attitude toward self 
and spouse. 

(4) Ask for volunteer couple(s) to pick any issue and talk about 

it in front of the group, trying to use the "I Count Me/I Count 
You" attitude. 

(5) Process. 

2. Pleasant Recollection Exercise (Caskey, 1980, p. 71). 

(1) Get as comfortable as you can. Take several deep breaths and 
begin to relax. Breathe in and out naturally. Close your 
eyes and let your mind go to any times when you were especially 
happy. I want you to remember the times when you were unusually 
happy. Remember as many times as you can, starting with the 
day you two first met. 
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Your happy times may have been on special days, like birthdays, 
or Christmas, or visiting with family or friends, or just the 
two of you off to yourselves. They might have been on a vaca
tion or a trip somewhere, or a special evening at home. 

Now, from the happy times you have remembered, select one that 
involves you two to focus on. Choose one that you care to 
focus on and try to remember as much as you can about it. Try 
to recreate the time when you were unusually happy. Think 
about the happy time and all you can remember about it. 

Were you two alone, or with others? Were you inside or out
side? If you were inside, can you remember how the room or 
other place looked? If you were outside, what x̂ras the weather 
like? What were you wearing? What were the colors around you? 
Try to remember how you felt. Were there any special sounds or 
smells on your special, happy day? Take a few minutes to try 
to remember all you can about the time you were very happy. 

(2) Now slowly open your eyes, get in a knee-to-knee session with 
your partner, and discuss the scenes that v;ent through your 
mind when you centered on that one very special happy time. 

3. Oneness in Marriage. 

Oneness in Marriage 

Mark 10:7-8 

Greek word for "one" has two meanings 
—unity and uniqueness. 

unity 

uniqueness 

(1) Mark 10:7-8. "And 
for this reason a 
man will leave his 
father and mother 
and unite with his 
wife, and the two 
will become one. 
So they are no long
er two, but one." 
The Greek word for 
one—"Heiss"—has 
two possible mean
ings—Unity and 
uniqueness. 

(2) Explain the over
lapping circles 
concept—QD— and 
point out that 
neither man nor 
woman is ignored 
nor discounted 
(Waggener, Note 1). 
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(3) Oneness is a process. In the following quote "oneness" is sub
stituted for "intimacy" (Schaefer & Olson, 1981, p. 50): 

"Oneness is a process that occurs over time and is never com
pleted or fully accomplished. Couples may create false expec
tations if they assume that they have 'achieved' oneness or 
that they need not work at maintaining it. While oneness ex
periences are elusive and unpredictable phenomena that may 
occur simultaneously, a oneness relationship may take time, 
work, and effort to maintain." 

(4) There are many different types of oneness 
some of the principal ones: 

The following are 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Types of Oneness 

Emotional. 
Social. 
Intellectual. 
Recreational. 
Spiritual. 
Aesthetic. 
Sexual. 

(5) 

a. Emotional oneness— 
experiencing a close
ness of feelings. 

b. Social oneness—hav
ing common friends 
and similarities in 
social network. 

c. Intellectual oneness 
—sharing ideas. 

d. Recreational oneness 
—shared experiences, 
interests in hobbies, 

mutual participation in sporting events. 
e. Spiritual oneness—similar sense of meaning in life and/or 

religious faith. 
f. Aesthetic oneness—closeness resulting from sharing beauty. 
g. Sexual oneness—sharing general affection and/or sexual 

activity. 

Psychological research shows that a good affectional and sexual 
relationship greatly enhances the quality of a marriage—in
creases marital satisfaction. The Bible has a lot of say about 
this aspect of marriage. 

Biblical Emphasis 
on Sexual Oneness 

1. Genesis 1:27—created male and 
female. 

2. Genesis 1:31—it was very good. 
3. Genesis 2:25—naked and unashamed. 
4. Genesis 4:1—Adam knew Eve. 
5. Song of Solomon—Solomon and wife. 
6. Proverbs 5:18-20—ravised with her 

love. 
7. 1 Corinthians 7:3-5—do not deny. 

a. God created sexuality 
—Genesis 1:27 and 
1:31. It was very good; 
a gift from God to be 
shared, with gratitude. 

b. Adam and Eve were naked 
and unashamed—Genesis 
2:25. 

c. Genesis 4:1 states "And 
Adam knew his wife." 
This is the ultimate in 
communication. 
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The Song of Solomon is the most explicit book in the Bible, 
as far as the married sexual relationship is concerned. 
"The book opens as Solomon's bride, Shulamith, is getting 
ready for the wedding banquet and the wedding night. The 
details of their first night together are erotically but 
tastefully described, and the first half of the book 
closes. The second half of the book deals with the joys 
and problems of their married life. She refuses his sex
ual advances one night, and the king departs. She, real
izing her foolishness, gets up and tries to find him, 
eventually does, and they have a joyous time embracing 
again. . . She finally asks Solomon to take her to Lebanon 
on a vacation. He agrees, and the book closes with their 
return to her country home and their enjoyment of sexual 
love there" (Dillow, 1977, p. 8). 

Men were enjoined to enjoy their wives, physically, in 
Proverbs 5:18-19. 
Paul addresses the subject in 1 Corinthians 7:3-5. Hus
bands and wives are told to fulfill each other, and not to 
deny each other. 
The writer of Hebrews refers to marriage being honorable 
and the bed undefiled. 

4. Attitudes toward Sex (Shedd & Shedd, 1979). 

5. 

Attitudes toward Sex 

wonderful pure 
questionable repulsive 

aggressive 
hesitant 

exciting 
dull 

obligation Holy 
celebration unholy 

fascinating 
routine 

uninhibited 
hangups 

healthy 
harmful 

Affection and 

positive 
negative 

restful 
tiring 

Sex in Marriage. 

(1) Pass out handouts 
containing the words 
on the visual aid. 

(2) Which of these words 
best describe your 
attitudes toward sex 
in marriage? 

(3) Check several words 
which describe your 
attitudes. Then 
exchange sheets with 
your spouse, and in a 
knee-to-knee session 
explain your answers. 

(1) Every couple has an unwritten, perhaps unacknowledged "con
tract" concerning how they show affection and how they engage 
in sexual activities. 
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(2) Pass out a showing 
affection handout. 

(3) Each of you separately, 
write down some of the 
items of your contract 
regarding showing af
fection in general. 
List under who, what, 
where, when, how, why. 

(4) When through with your contract, engage in a knee-to-knee 
session with your mate and explain what you have written. 

(5) Discuss changes you would like to make in your contracts and 
make a joint one. 

(6) After you return home, do the same for your sexual activities 
other than general affection. 

1. 

2. 

P-

Affection "Contract" 

Showing affection to your mate? 
Where? How? Why? What? Who? 
When? 
Exchange contracts and discuss. 
Any changes? New contract? 

6. Readings. 

(1) Here is a handout listing some books that should prove helpful 
in enriching your marriages. 

(2) Some of these books are on display here. Feel free to browse 
these books. 

7. Closing. 

(1) Announce breakfast plans. 
(2) Give time for start of tomorrow's session. 

8. References: Shedd & Shedd (1979); Nunnally, Miller, & Wackman 
(1977); Caskey (1980); Dillow (1977); Good News Bible (1976); 
Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman (1979); Schaefer and Olson (1981). 

Sunday Morning (9:30 - 12:00) Theme: Reaffirmation (Positive 
Regard and Emotional 
Gratification) 

1. Introduction. 

(1) Do any of you have any questions you would like to ask about 
any phase of the retreat? 

(2) Does anyone have any comments you would like to make? 

2. Bible Study. 

(1) You are invited to participate in this Bible study. You may 
disagree with the views we state. Feel free to express your 
own interpretations. 
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(2) Trobisch (1971) 
refers to the leave-
cleave-one flesh con
cept of Genesis 2:18-
24 as a necessary tri
angle. If one of the 
angles is missing, he 
says there is no mar
riage. If no leaving 
takes place, the 
marriage will be in 

trouble. If a couple can't start their own home, completely 
separate from their families, the danger is great that the in
laws will interfere continuously. 

The Hebrew word for "to cleave" is to stick to, to paste, to be 
glued to a person. Thus, husband and wife are glued together 
like two pieces of paper. Just as two pieces of paper, glued 
together, will tear if you try to separate them, if you try to 
separate husband and wife, both are hurt, and any children as 
well. 

Leave, 

Cleavin 

Cleave, 

Leaving 

g 

One 

One 

Flesh 

Flesh 

We have already discussed the concept of oneness or one flesh. 
The physical union between husband and wife is as much within 
God's will for marriage as is the leaving of the parents and 
the cleaving to each other. 

Four "Musts" for Marriages 

1. A man shall leave 
his father and 
mother Severance 

2. and shall cleave 
to his wife Permanence 

3. 

4. 

and they shall 
become one flesh Unity 

and the man and 
his wife-naked 
and unashamed Intimacy 

(3) Swindoll (1980) adds 
verse Z5̂  to the 
Genesis 2 passage and 
states that when one 
or more of the four 
"musts" is violated, 
trouble in the mar
riage happens. Add 
wisdom, understanding, 
and knowledge to these 
four musts, and the 
marriage fires can be 
kept burning or re
kindled. 

(4) Genesis 3:16 pictures the husband-wife relationship after the 

"fall." The KJV says" . . . thy desire shall be to thy husband, 

and he shall rule over thee." 

(5) Multiple wives or concubines started with Lamech in Genesis 4:19 
"And Lamech took unto him two wives. . ." In Genesis 16:3 we 
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(6) 

we find " . . . Sarai, Abram's wife, took Hagar . . and 

ITAA T- ,^",^"^b^"^ ^^-^'^ to be his wife •• la Genesis 
| 6 ^ we find that Esau had two wives and this pracHST^n-
tinned for centuries. 

ilTrt ^^^a^f^l^^ '° '^^ ^ ^ ° ^ ' '^^ marriage relationship. In 
Matthew 19:4-6 and Mark 10:6-9, after being asked about the 
divorce question, he refers to the Genesis 2:18-24 discussed 

^̂ '̂  T̂ "": J'^ ^^^^ ^^°'^' ^^^^^^ monogomy seems to have been 
the Jewish custom. It was this practice that Jesus was at
tacking, and he was stressing the marriage relationship as 
It was originally intended to be. 

^̂ "̂ ^̂  ^^ Ephesians 5:21-33 and Colossians 3:18-19: and Peter 
m l Peter 3:1-7, give instructions regarding husband-wife 
relationships which are subject to much controversv. Paul was 
assuming both husband and wife to be Christians; Peter was 
writing about the non-Christian husband—the wife through her 
submission would have opportunity to win him to Christ.^ 

(8) One interpretation establishes a militarv chain of command-
Christ, Husband, Wife. Take a look at this visual. Starting 
with Ephesians 5:21, Paul tells each to submit to the other. 

Submission is not 

(7) 

Christ—Husband—Wife 

rather 
than 

Christ 

Husband 

Wife 

The husband is chairman of a tv/o-person 
committee charged with the task of guid
ing a family. 

(Stephens, 1980) 

Matthew 20:26-28. 

just the woman's 
function, 
mutual. 

It is 

a. In verse 22^ the 
headship re
ferred to is 
not a governing 
principle. The 
type of head
ship referred to 
is that of ser-
vanthood as 
emphasized by 

' Jesus in 
One way to look at this is that the husband 

is the chairman of a two-person committee—not the ruling Chair
man of the Board. Does Paul mean for the husbands to do all 
the loving and the wife all the respecting? No, both are to 
love; both are to respect. 

Paul is teaching a kind of relationship that allows for the 
uniqueness of both partners, submission of both partners while 
at the same time saying the husband and wife are not the same 
people. Male and female are different, and they perform at 
various times different functions. 



c. The specific instructions in Ephesians 5:22 and following are 
merely additional indications of mutual submission which is 
called for by verse 21. 

d. Genesis 5:1-2 states " . . . in the day that God created man, 
in the likeness of God made he him; male and female created 
he them; and blessed them, and called their name Adam, in the 
day when they were created. Paul says in Galatians 3:28, 
''. . .there is neither male nor female; for ye are all one 
in Christ Jesus." In both these passages it is obvious that 
God considers men and women equal. Both are equally impor
tant. 

e. Paul's writings were intended to liberate women from their 
property status which existed at the time of Christ's coming. 

f. In thinking about submission, Meredith (1979) describes it 
this way: "The key word, submission, is a very strong word 
in the Greek language. It has a military usage, meaning 
literally, 'fall in line' or 'place oneself under another's 
authority.' notice it means that you place yourself under; 
it is one hundred percent your responsibility (p. 101)." 

g. Chartier (1981) describes Christian marriage in this way: 

"Christian marriage is a complementary relationship; the hus
band and wife share a oneness in Jesus Christ that transcends 
the barriers of maleness and femaleness (Galatians 3:28). 
Husband and wife together are joint heirs of the grace of life 
(1 Peter 3:7); they share a spiritual equality in Christ. The 
husband is the head of the wife as Christ was the head of the 
church. Such an understanding of headship in contemporary 
society is often confused with a marital relationship of 
dominance and heavy-handed rulership. However, such an under
standing fails to comprehend the nature of our Lord's leader
ship. His leadership was always that of servant expressed 
through self-giving love. Paul in Ephesians 5:21-33 is stress
ing the servant role of the husband to the wife, not his rule 
over his wife. Paul appeals to the husband to imitate the 
servant role of Christ in his marriage rather than relying upon 
the ancient cultural norms of male domination. 

According to Ephesians 5:21, husbands and wives are to be 
mutually submissive to each other out of reverence for Christ. 
Obviously, Christ is the Lord of marriage rather than the 
husband. It is to him that both are answerable. In the mar
riage structure/relationship, Christ is the final authority to 
whom husband and wife are mutually accountable (p. 16)." 



Government in Family Systems 

Equalitarianism vs. Authoritarianism 

1 80% ! 

Our model is here—where is yours? 

(Waggener, Note 1) 
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h. Where do you, as a 
couple, stand in 
your beliefs about 
government in family 
systems? If you do 
not agree with this 
visual or with the 
concepts presented 
today, that is OK. 
The two of you must 
decide this as you 
interpret the Bible 

together through the Lord's leadership. 

(9) Christ is the foundation of a good marriage. Read Matthew 
7;24-27. A marriage without Christ as a foundation has little 
chance of succeeding. 

3. Refreshment Break. 

4. Recollection of Wedding Day. 

(1) Take two deep breaths, relax, close your eyes, and get as-
comfortable in your chair as possible. Let your mind drift 
back to your wedding day. l̂Jhat was the weather like that day? 
As you approached the church or other place of the wedding, 
what were your feelings? What were you wearing? What were 
your thoughts? It is time for the ceremony to start. The 
minister, the groom, and the groomsmen are all in place at the 
front. Beautiful music is coming from the piano or organ as 
the maid of honor and bridesmaids come down the aisle. When 
the music changes as a signal that the bride is coming, the 
audience stands and turns toward the aisle to get a view of 
the bride. The bride approaches the front, on the arm of her 
father. You hear the father respond to the "who gives this 
woman in marriage?" question. The minister starts the cere
mony, rings are exchanged, vows are exchanged, and "I do's" 
have been said, and the beaming bride marches out on the arm 
of her new husband. How did you feel at this moment? 

You may have had a very private wedding. Let your thoughts 
take in every detail of that wedding. For the next few min
utes, all of you reconstruct this happy time in your life. 

Now, slowly open your eyes and return to the present. 

(2) Get in a knee-to-knee session and briefly exchange some of the 
scenes that went through your mind as you reconstructed your 
wedding day. 



lis 

5. Reaffirmation of Wedding Vows. 

(1) All are invited to participate in this reaffirmation of vows 
ceremony, but as in other parts of this retreat, partici
pation is optional. Anyone not participating may be the 
audience for the rest. All those who wish to participate, 
please stand. 

(2) Read following reaffirmation of vows ceremony (Lowrie, Note 2): 

There are some beautiful and striking parallels in our rela
tionship with our partners in marriage, and between God's rela
tionship to His people. Both of them involve a covenant. 
Israel became the people of God in the Old Testament when God 
proposed a covenant relationship with the nation at Mount 
Sinai. The people willingly accepted the covenant relation
ship with God. We became the people of God vzhen we responded 
positively and freely to God's offer in the New Covenant in 
Jesus Christ our Lord. This is the nature of marriage. It is 
a covenant relationship into which two people have entered 
freely and willingly. 

Both involve a commitment. Israel committed he.rself to God at 
Mount Sinai, and thus established the covenant. We commit our
selves to God under the new covenant in our moment of conver
sion, when we by faith enter into the covenant relationship 
with God. So it is in marriage. The wedding ceremony is a 
moment when the commitment is made public and binding. Before 
the world we responded, "I do," when asked if we would take 
this person to be our marriage partner. Out of love and with 
deep anticipation, we made the commitment. Both of them 
create the possibility of communion. When Israel entered into 
the covenant with God, God chose to manifest His presence right 
in the midst of the camp of Israel. The whole structure of the 
camp was re-done to make room for God's tent in the midst. Now 
the people could commune with their God. The potential was 
there even though Israel never really enjoyed much of this. 
It is even more wonderfully true under the new covenant. Under 
the new covenant God does not take up a tent in our midst, but 
rather takes up residence in our lives through the Holy Spirit. 
In this union of our lives with Him, a wonderful potential for 
continuing communion is created. But again tragically, many 
enjoy very little of this communion. The same is true in m.ar-
riage. The potential for the highest form of communion be
tween two human beings is created in marriage. It is now pos
sible for two people to know each other intimately and grow-
ingly. But, we all know that many never enjoy this potential. 
The parallel holds. 

But there is yet another parallel in this relationship. Many 
of us have discovered by experience that our enjo>mient of the 
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potential in our relationship with God is greatly enhanced by 
times of renewal. These are times when we come to God with a 
whole heart to admit our shortcomings, and to reaffirm our 
original commitment to Him. These become for us moments of 
spiritual and personal growth. The same kind of thing can hap
pen in marriage. The potential of our marriage can be more 
fully realized if we make times of re-dedication and re-affir
mation. 

As we stand beside our marriage partners, I want us to share 
such a moment of renewal. As a sign of your reaffirmation of 
your commitment of your partner in marriage, I want to ask 
you to join right hands. 

Now, I am going to ask the men to repeat after me the reaffir
mation of our marriage first. You will insert your name, I 
will use my own name, and that of my wife in the vows. 

I, Jim, re-affirm you, Mildred, as my lawfully wedded wife. 
In the presence of God and these witnesses, I renew my promises 
to you. I promise to love you, honor you, to sustain you, 
cooperate with you, and to share all of my life with you, in 
good times and bad times, in sickness and in health, in poverty 
or in riches. I promise to be faithful unto you until God by 
death shall separate us. 

Now, will the wives repeat after me, inserting your name and 
the name of your husband at the appropriate place. 

I, Mildred, re-affirm you, Jim, as my lawfully wedded husband. 
In the presence of God and these witnesses, I renew my promise 
to you. I promise to love you, honor you, to sustain you, 
cooperate with you, and to share all of my life with you, in 
good times and bad times, in sickness and in health, in poverty 
or in riches. I promise to be faithful unto you until God by 
death shall separate us. 

As you continue to hold each other by the right hand would you 
repeat after me: I give you my love, my life, my all, in the 
name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 

Would you join me in praying the prayer our Lord taught us to 
pray: "Our Father, which art in heaven, hallowed by thy name. 
Thy kingdom come, thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven. 
Give us this day our daily bread and forgive us our tresspasses 
as we forgive those who trespass against us. Lead us not into 
temptation, but deliver us from evil, for thine is the kingdom 
and the power and the glory forever. Amen." 

Since you have reaffirmed your love for each other by the join
ing of right hands, by the repeating of the vow of recommitment. 
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and by the prayer to our Lord, as the servant of Jesus Christ, 
I pronounce you especially blessed of our God in the privilege 
of marriage, and charge you to keep as a sacred trust the re
lationship that God is allowing you to share, remembering the 
word of our Lord, "What God hath joined together, let no man 
put asunder." 

Husbands, you may kiss your wives. 

Now, may the God of hope fill you with all joy and peace in 
believing that ye may abound in hope, through the power of the 
Holy Spirit, and may the God of peace be with you always. 
Amen. 

6. End of Retreat. 

(1) We hope that by applying some of the skills you have learned 
here you will truly reap greater rewards from your marriage. 

(2) This ends our retreat, except for your assistance in filling 
out another set of the questionnaires for me. A third set 
will be mailed to you in about six weeks. On receipt of the 
third set, please fill out and return in the envelope pro
vided, as quickly as possible. 

(3) Thank you for participating. 

7. References: Good News Bible (1976); The Holy Bible (no date); 
Trobisch (1971); Meredith (1979); Stephens (1980); Swindoll (1980); 
Chartier (1981); Waggener (Note 1); Lowrie (Note 2). 
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Handout 1 

LANGUAGES OF LOVE 

1- Meeting material needs (giving gifts and 
meeting other material needs) 

2. Helping (household chores, child care, 
special projects) 

3- Spending time together (time equals love) 

4. Meeting emotional needs (good listener, 
ability to share and understand each 
other's feelings) 

5. Saying it with words ("I love you;" "I 
appreciate you.") 

6. Saying it with touch.(a hello or goodbye 
kiss, a hand on the shoulder, holding 
hands, arm around spouse, sex) 

7. Being on the same side (faithfulness, pro
tection, allies in public, protecting each 
other's weaknesses) 

8. Bring out the best (helping each other 
reach maximum of his/her potential, en
couraging each other's special gifts or 
talents, give him a new saw, or her a 
macrame kit) 

My 
Mine Spouse's 

Step 1. Wife should rate or rank her languages 1 through 8, with 1 the 
most important to her. 

Step 2. She then rates or ranks what she thinks her husband's languages 
to be. 

Step 3. Husband follows the same procedure. 

Step 4. Exchange lists, compare, and discuss, in "knee-to-knee" session. 
Merely discuss—don't try to force change. 
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Handout 2 

TEN ESSENTIAL STEPS IN MUTUAL PROBLEM SOLVING 

1. Listen carefully and express own feelings (glad, sad, mad, sacred). 

2. Explore problem area (what does it look like?). 

3. Locate and define problem in relationship terms (how does it affect 
us?). 

4. Identify how each partner contributes to the problem (I do, I say, 
etc.). 

5. State goal (in terms of specific behavior, increase-decrease, etc.), 

6. Generate alternative solutions (brainstorm). 

7. Evaluate alternative solutions (does it meet goal, am I willing to 
do it, etc.). 

8. Select best solution (be specific). 

9. Implement solution (set a definite time to do so). 

10. Evaluate progress (at a specific time in the future). 

Using communication skills already learned, solve the following problem 
through step 8 above: 

You two have frequently disagreed about finances. The wife is very con
servative and expects to save as much money as she can. However, the 
husband likes to spend money and is always buying tools. The wife thinks 
his tools are a waste of money and that he should sell some of them. 
She is filled with frustration and worry because she doesn't think there 
is enough money to pay the bills. She has repeatedly brought the sub
ject up, but he always changes the subject. Determined to have some
thing done about the situation, the wife says: 

"I would like to talk with you about our finances." 

(Although not listed among the ten steps above, prayer is quite helpful 
in problem solving: 

"God, we are grateful that we can rely on Thee for answers when our own 
finite will fails us. 

Keep us from deep discouragement which comes from feeling that we must 
give up and turn back. 
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Help us to hold on just a little longer until we can see the problem 
clearly and know that Thou wilt guide us to the right ending. 

Keep us from being lost in a maze of life's journey, and bring us to 
our rightful place in Thy Kingdom, through Thy name. Amen." 

—Ruth C. Ikerman) 
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Handout 3 

CONTRACT FOR CHANGE 

Because I love you so much, I promise during the next 

to work specifically on: 
(period of time) 

Wife: Husband 

Signature Signature 
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Handout 4 

ATTITUDE TOWARD SEX 

Check the words below which describe your attitude toward sex: 

wonderful 

questionable 

aggressive 

hesitant 

obligation 

celebration 

fascinating 

routine 

uninhibited 

hang ups 

pure 

repulsive 

exciting 

dull _ 

Holy 

unholy 

positive 

negative 

restful 

tiring 

healthy 

harmful 

Exchange sheets with your mate, and in a knee-to-knee session explain 
your answers. 
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Handout 5 

"SHOWING AFFECTION" CONTRACT 

1. Describe the ways each of you shows affection to the other by 
answering who, what, where, when, how, and why questions. 

2. What changes would you like to make in this "contract?" 

Engage in a knee-to-knee session with your mate and explain what 
you have written. Discuss changes you would like to make in your 
"contract" and make a joint one. 
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Handout 6 

SUGGESTED READINGS 

Dillow, Joseph C. Solomon on Sex. New York: Thomas Nelson, Inc., 
1977. 

Drakeford, John W. Games Husbands and Wives Play. Nashville: Broadman 
Press, 1970. 

Hollis, Harry, Jr. Thank God for Sex. Nashville: Broadman Press, 
1975. 

Mace, David, & Mace, Vera. Marriage Enrichment in the Church. Nash
ville: Broadman Press, 197 6. 

Miller, Sherod; Nunnally, Elam W.; & Wackman, Daniel B. Talking To
gether . Minneapolis: Interpersonal Communication Programs, 
Inc., 1979. 

Shedd, Charlie, & Shedd, Martha. Celebration in the Bedroom. Waco: 
Word Books, 197 9. 

Stephens, Shirley. A New Testament View of Women. Nashville: Broadm.an 
Press, 1980. 

Swihart, Judson J. How Do You Say, "I Love You"? Dovmers Grove, 
Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 197 9. 

Wheat, Ed, & Wheat, Gaye. Intended for Pleasure. Old Tappan, New 
Jersey: Fleming H. Revell Co., 1977. 
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BASIC MARRIAGE ENRICffi-IENT RETREAT 

This is the basic retreat of the National Marriage Enrichment System, 
developed and used by the Family Ministry Department, Sunday School 
Board, Southern Baptist Convention, Nashville, Tennessee. Only a 
brief outline is given of this retreat format, since a complete leader's 
manual is available from the originator at 127 Ninth Avenue, North, 
Nashville, Tennessee, 37234 (Waggener, 1977). 

Friday evening (7:00 - 9:45) 

1. Introduction to the Marriage Enrichment Experience. 
(1) Introduce facilitators. 
(2) Clear assumptions for the retreat. 
(3) Biblical foundations for marriage enrichment. 
(4) Statements of objectives. 

2. Getting Acquainted. 
(1) Identity card exercise. 
(2) Form foursome of paired couples. 
(3) Brainstorm expectations for the retreat. 

3. Break. 

4. Beginning to Communicate. 
(1) Feedback exercise. 
(2) Process questions. 
(3) Closure, reflection for couples. 

Saturday morning (9:00 - 12:00) 

1. Levels of Communication. 
(1) Exercise in personality functions. 
(2) Lecturette: levels of communication. 
(3) Discussion: feelings and options. 

2. Break. 

3. Opting for Nurture. 
(1) Lecturette: dynamics of nurture in marriage. 

(2) Exercise in fantasizing, affirming and requesting nurture in 

marriage. 

4. Reflection Time. 
(1) Couples assess what they do with nurturing or judging behavior 
(2) Couples discuss possible changes in nurturing behavior. 
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Saturday afternoon (3:00 - 5:30) 

1. Learning to Handle Feelings Constructively. 
(1) Lecturette: conflict and confrontation with care. 
(2) Exercise: what to do with feelings. 

2. Break. 

3. Contracting for Change. 
(1) Lecturette: steps in cooperative contracting for change. 
(2) Exercise: negotiate a sample contract. 

Saturday evening (7:00 - 9:30) 

1. Playtime. 
(1) Game(s): collective storytelling or "Breakup." 
(2) Trust walk. 

2. Snack break. 

3. Intimacy: What it is and How to Prepare for It. 
(1) Lecturette: nurture, intimacy, and marriage. 
(2) Exercise: experiencing your partner. 

4. Reflection Time. 
(1) Couples: express requests for change, negotiate contracts 

for change. 
(2) Foursome: share contracts with one other couple, set ac

countability. 

Sunday morning (9:00 - 12:00) 

1. Quiet Time. , . . _̂  
(1) Thirty minutes of reflection upon the strengths or my marriage 

and what my mate means to me. 

2. Couple Time. 
(1) The planning of a reaffirmation of marriage vows. 

3. Break. 

^ Group Time. 
(1) Share reaffirmation of vows before witnesses 
(2) Prayer of dedication for each couple. 

5. Worship Time. 
(1) Music. 
(2) Scriptures 
(3) Prayer. 
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6. Goodbye Time. 

(1) Structured non-verbal goodbyes to end the retreat 
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INFORMATION SHEET 

h l r ' ^ r T ^ ^ c ^ ^ ' P^^^ ^""^ ̂ '" attachments as accurately as possi
ble. ALL ANSWERS WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL. Your name will NOT appear on 
any forms or questionnaires which you will complete duri^this study. 
The number shown below has been assigned to you, and the list- linking 
your name and number will be kept by an individual who will NOT have 
access to your answers. 

1. Age: 

2. Sex: (1) M^le (2) Female 

3. Number of years married to present spouse: 

4. Do you have children? if so, number at home: 

5. What is your religious affiliation' 

7 

1? 

6. Approximate total family income last year: $ 

Are you employed outside the home? 

8. Check the highest level you attained in school 

(1) Some grade school 

(2) Finished grade school 

(3) Some high school 

(4) Finished high school 

(5) Some college 

(6) Finished college 

(7) More than college 

9. Check one of the following to show your present overall level of 
personal adjustment: 

(1) Poor ("dô m" all the time) 

(2) Not too good ("the blahs") 

(3) Adequate ("I'm OK") 

(4) Good ("pretty together") 

(5) Extremely good ("really together") 

10. Have you ever participated in a marriage or family enrichment pro
gram? If so, please describe briefly: 

11. Have you-received marriage or family counseling in the past? 

If so, please describe briefly: 



I appreciate your agreeing to participate in this study. If you have 
any questions, please call me at 806-799-2879. 

James Hassler Strickland 
4915 56th Street 

^o- Lubbock, Texas 7 9414 
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DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE 

Most persons have disagrecnencs in cheir relacionships. Please indicacs below :he 
appraxiaata excenc of agreementar disagreemenc between you and your partner for each 
icea on che folowing list. 

Almost Occn- ?re- Almosc 
Always Always sionaily quenciy .always Always 
Agree Agree Disat;ree disagree Jiaaqreo Disagree 

1. Handling family finances 

2. Matters of recreation 

3. Raligious matters 

4. Deaonstrations of affection " 

3. Friends 

6. Sex relations 

7. Conventionality (correct or 
proper behavior) 

3. Philosophy of lire 

9. Vays of dealing with parents 
or in-laws 

10. .Aias, goals, ana things 
believed isportant 

11. Aaounc of time spent -cgather 

12. Making loajur decisions 

13. Household tasks 

1-. Leisure tme interests and 
activitias 

15. Career decisions 

All Most of 
the time the :i.-ne 

Mora 
often 
t̂ .an not 

Occa-
siorailv ^areiv ''-j"<? r 

16. How often io you discuss or 
have you considered divorce, 
separation, or terninacing 
your relationship? 

17. How often do you or vour mate 
leave the "lOuse after n fight.' 

13. In general, how often uo you 
think that thin?,s between you 
and your partner are ,;iung weiJ 

19. Do you confide in vour mate? 

20. Do vou ever reqret th.Tt you 
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More 
All Most of often Occa-

the time the ti.mc' than not sionail/ ?.:ireiv N'over 

21. How often do you and your 
partner quarrel? 

22. How often do you and your 

"gee on each other's nerves?' 

23. Do you kiss your mate 7 

24. Do you and your fnate engage 

in outside interests together? 

How often would you say the following events occur between you and 

Less than Once or 
once a twice a 

Never -non t h :nonth 

25. Have a stimulating exchange 
of ideas 

your mate' 

Once or 
-wice 3 Once a 
veek iav 

Mors 
: f t en 

*- ' • - r" 

26. Laugh together 

27. Calaly discuss something 

28. Work together on a project 

These are some things about which couples sometimes agree and soneti.-r.e disagree. Indicate 
if either item below caused differences of opinions or -ere problems m .-cur relatir: 
during the past few weeks. (Check yes or no) 

Yes Mo 

29. _______ Being too tired for sex. 

30. Mot showing love. 

31. The dots 3n the following line represent different degrees o: hapoiness m ••••Z-AT 

relationship. The xicdie point, "happy," represents tSe :egree o: haoomess r: 
most relationships. Please circle the dot which -.^isz iescr-.bes cp.e -egr'̂ e oi 
happiness, all things considered, of your relationship. 

Extremely Fairly A Little Happy Very Extre.'niii v Perfect 
Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy ^appy Haopy 

32. '«>-ich of the following stateraents best describes -o- vou fe'.-I about :-d fuc^re 
of your relationship? 

I want desperate i.y for TIV rel.it ionshi;; to succeed, and vould ^o co al-ost -i-.y 
length to aee that it does. 

I want very much for mv relationship to succeed, m d will do all I can to sec 

that it does. 

I wnnt verv much for mv relationsnip to succeed, and will do ~y fair share tc 

.see that ic doos. 

It would bo nice i r' my relationshio succeddcd, but I can't do r.uch lure ti-.an [ 

am doing now to help it .sur.reed. 

It would be nice if It succeeded, but f rL-fusc to Jo jnv .iion.- ti.-in [ am doing 

now to keep the relationship uoinj;. 

My relationship c m never .succi-od, .ind thcri.; l.s no iTiorf th.it I can do :J <ct;D 
t̂he relationship ^oinK. 

http://rel.it
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A MARITAL COMMUNICATION INVENTORY 

This inventory offers you an opportunity to make an objective study of 
the degree and patterns of coiinnunication in your marital relationship. 
It will enable you and your spouse to better understand each other. 
We believe you will find it both interesting and helpful to make this 
study. 

Directions 

1. Please answer each question as quickly as you can according to the 
way you feel at the moment (not the way you usually feel or felt 
last week). 

2. Do not consult your spouse while completing this inventory. You 
may discuss it with her/him after both of you have completed it. 
Remember that value of this form will be lost if you change any 
answer during or after this discussion. 

3. Honest answers are very necessary if this form is to be of value. 
Please be as frank as possible. Your answers are confidential. 
Your name is not required. 

4. Use the following examples for practice. Put a check (/) in one 
of the four blanks on the right to show how the question applies 
to your marriage. 

usually sometimes seldom never 

Does your spouse like to 
talk about her/himself? 

Does your spouse let you 
know when she/he is dis
pleased? 

Read each question carefully. If you cannot give the exact answer 
to a question, answer the best you can but be sure to answer each 
one. There are no right or wrong answers. Answer according to 
the way you feel at the present time. 

usually sometimes seldom never 

1. Do you and your 
spouse discuss the 
manner in which the 
family income should 
be spent? 
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usually sometimes seldom never 

2. Does he/she discuss 
his/her work and 
interests with you? 

3. Do you have a tendency 
to keep your feelings 
to yourself? 

4. Is your spouse's tone 
of voice irritating? 

5. Does he/she have a 
tendency to say things 
which would be better 
left unsaid? 

6. Are your mealtime 
conversations easy 
and pleasant? 

7. Do you find it necessary 
to keep after him/her 
about his/her faults? 

8. Does he/she seem to 
understand your 
feelings? 

9. Does your spouse 
nag you? 

10. Does she/he listen 
to what you have to 
say? 

11. Does it upset you to a 
great extent when your 
spouse is angry with 
you? 

12. Does she/he pay you 
compliments and say 
nice things to you? 

13. Is it hard to under
stand your spouse's 
feelings and attitudes? 



14. Is she/he affection
ate toward you? 

15. Does she/he let you 
finish talking before 
responding to what 
you are saying? 

16. Do 
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usually sometimes seldom never 

Do you and your spouse 
remain silent for long 
periods when you are 
angry with one another? 

17. Does she/he allow you 
to pursue your own 
interests and activi
ties even if they are 
different from yours? 

18. Does she/he try to 
lift your spirits when 
you are depressed or 
discouraged? 

19. Do you fail to express 
disagreement with her/ 
him because you are 
afraid he/she will get 
angry? 

20. Does your spouse com
plain that you don't 
understand her/him? 

21. Do you let your spouse 
know when you are 
pleased with her/him? 

22. Do you feel she/he says 
one thing but really 
means another? 

23. Do you help her/him 
understand you by 
saying how you think, 
feel, and believe? 
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usually sometimes seldom never 

24. Do you and your spouse 
find it hard to dis
agree with one another 
without losing your 
tempers? 

25. Do the two of you 
argue a lot over 
money? 

26. When a problem arises 
that needs to be solved 
are you and your spouse 
able to discuss it 
together (in a calm 
manner)? 

27. Do you find it difficult 
to express your true 
feelings to her/him? 

28. Does she/he offer you 
cooperation, encourage
ment and emotional 
support in your role 
(duties) as a husband/ 
wife? 

29. Does your spouse insult 
you when angry with 
you? 

30. Do you and your spouse 
engage in outside 
interests and activ
ities together? 

31. Does your spouse accuse 
you of not listening to 
what she/he says? 

32. Does she/he let you 
know that you are 
important to her/him? 

33. Is it easier to confide 
in a friend rather than 
your spouse? 
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usually sometimes seldom never 

34. Does she/he confide in 
others rather than in 
you? 

35. Do you feel that in most 
matters your spouse 
knows what you are try
ing to say? 

36. Does she/he monopolize 
the conversation very 
much? 

37. Do you and your 
spouse talk about 
things which are of 
interest to both of 
you? 

38. Does your spouse sulk 
or pout very much? 

39. Do you discuss intimate 
matters with him/her? 

40. Do you and your spouse 
discuss your personal 
problems with each 
other? 

41. Can your spouse tell 
what kind of day you 
have had without 
asking? 

42. Does she/he fail to 
express feeling of 
respect and admi
ration for you? 

i+3. Do you and your spouse 
talk over pleasant 
things that happen 
during the day? 
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usually sometimes seldom never 

44. Do you hesitate to 
discuss certain 
things with your 
spouse because you 
are afraid she/he 
might hurt your 
feelings? 

45. Do you pretend you are 
listening to her/him 
when actually you are 
not really listening? 

46. Do the two of you ever 
sit down just to talk 
things over? 
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HANDLING PROBLEMS CHA.NGE SCALE 

Please circle your answers to the below questions. 

1. How adequately do you feel you were dealing with your relationship 
problems 7 weeks ago? 

a. very inadequately 
b. fairly inadequately 
c. erratically, or don't know 
d. fairly adequately 
e. very adequately 

2. How adequately do you feel you are dealing with your relationship 
problems at the present time? 

a. very inadequately 
b. fairly inadequately 
c. erratically, or don't know 
d. fairly adequately 
e. very adequately 
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CONSENT FORM 

I hereby give my consent for my participation in the project entitled 
"Increasing Marital Satisfaction through Marriage Enrichment Week-end 
Retreats," directed by James Hassler Strickland, a doctoral student 
at Texas Tech University. I understand that his committee chairman 
is Dr. Julian L. Biggers, Jr., whose telephone number is 742-2316. 

I understand that the purpose of this project is to help couples with 
reasonably good marriages to enrich their relationships and give them 
skills to keep their relationships growing. I understand that certain 
religious aspects will be covered having a religious point of view con
sistent with the beliefs of the Southern Baptist Convention. 

My participation in the project involves my attending one weekend re
treat (Friday evening through Sunday noon), and answering question
naires prior to the retreat, following the retreat, and six weeks later, 
If I participate as a member of a "control" group, I will merely com
plete the questionnaires, but I understand that I may attend a retreat 
later if I so desire. 

Discomforts and risks should be minimal because of the following rea
sons: (1) I will share and do only what I feel comfortable with shar
ing and doing; (2) I am responsible for my own learning and applica
tion of the concepts presented; and (3) the questionnaires I will com
plete will have no name—only a number—on them, and the list linking 
the name and number will not be available to the person interpreting 
the data on the questionnaires. 

My primary expected benefits will be the "togetherness" with my spouse 
for the weekend, and acquiring knowledge and skills for my use in 
helping my marital relationship to grow. I understand, however, that 
there is no guarantee that such growth will occur. 

I understand that other marriage enrichment activities are available 
either through my church or in the community, and that I will be giv
en information concerning these alternative activities on request. 

Both Dr. Biggers and Mr. Strickland have agreed to answer any inquiries 
I may have concerning the procedures, and I may contact the Texas Tech 
University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Sub
jects by writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, Tex
as Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 79409, or by calling 742-3884. 

If physical injury should occur while I am at the retreat or enroute 
to and from the retreat site, I understand that treatment is not nec
essarily available at Texas Tech University nor provided for by any 
insurance applicable to the institution and its personnel. Financial 
compensation for any such injury must be provided through niy o\m in
surance program. Further information about these matters may be 
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obtained from Dr. J. Knox Jones, Jr., Vice President for P.esearch and 
Graduate Studies, telephone 742-2152, Room 118, Administration Build
ing, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 7 9409. 

I understand that I am free to withdraw this consent and to discon
tinue participation in this project at any time without penalty. 

Signature of Participant: Date: 

Signature of Project Director Date: 
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4915 56th Street 
Lubbock, Texas 79414 

Dear 

I appreciate very much your willingness to participate as members of 
a "control" group in connection with my doctoral dissertation. 

Each of you please sign one of the enclosed "Consent Forms" in the 
space provided for "Signature of Participant" and return to me in the 
enclosed envelope. Since you will not be participating in a marriage 
enrichment retreat at this time, please ignore the parts of the form 
which refer to such a retreat. 

After I receive the signed consent forms, I will have mailed to you 
questionnaires to be completed at three different intervals. The 
first two sets will reach you about three days apart, and the third 
set six weeks later. This will be similar to the schedule of comple
tion being followed by those who participate in the retreats. 

Please take about 15 minutes of your time to complete the sets as soon 
as you receive them and return them in the envelope provided. The 
person mailing out the questionnaires to you will not have access to 
your answers, so your answers will be anonymous and completely confi
dential. 

Thanks again for your help. 

Sincerely yours 

James Hassler Strickland 

Enclosures: Two consent statements 
One return envelope 




