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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introductory Rationale 

Could it be that the quality of corrmunication that . 

takes pl a ce between a husb and and wife is the most s~ g ­

nificant factor in their relationship? There are those 

writing in the field of marriage and communicat ion who 

seem to support that idea. Satir (197 2 ) observes in 

Peoplemaking that communication is the lar gest single 

factor determining what kind of relationships one makes 

with others, and what h appens to that person in the wo rld. 

In a statistical repor t conduct ed by the Sunday 

School Board of the Southern Baptist Conven tion, Lewis 

Wingo (1978) found that Baptist pastors ranked poor .com­

munication as the chief problem among families attending 

church. Out of a possible ranking of fifteen family pro­

blems, the number one problem was couple communication, 

number two was parent-child coQffiunication, and number 

three was the inability of youth to communi ca t e with 

others. Members of the church, however, ranked parent­

child communication as the number two problem, and 

couple communication as the number three problem. Both 

1 
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from the viewpoint of religious leaders and members o f the 

church, the biggest problem faced in the family is poor 

communica t ion. 

From two divergent viewpoints, r eligious and secular, 

there is a g reement on th e fundamental n ed for goo d cornmu­

nication. People need t o communicate in r ewarding and con­

structive ways. 

The founde r of Effectiveness Training, Incorporated, 

Thomas Gordon, has developed several pro grams desi gned to 

teach people new skills to enha~ce interpe r s onal rela ~ion ­

s t ips. Four of the se skills are r e l ted to forms of com­

munication in these various relationships. All of Gordon 1 

programs are built around the same model, consisting of 

' listening , I-messages, probleQ solving, and influencing . 

It appears that all of these skills re transferable from 

one interpersonal rel a t ionship to another, or from one 

situation to another. Persons who learn communication 

skills designed for use in a particular relationship often 

discover that these skills are used in other rela t ionships. 

Gordon believes that communication skills can be learn ed 

in the present to replace poor skills learned in the past. 

The main thrust of all the Effectiveness Training courses 

is thus skill training. The experiential model is the 

primary- tool for teaching the new skills. 
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Even though poor communication is a primary problem 

in the family today, there is hope that family members can 

be taught new skills to take t he place of some o f the in­

effective skills le arne d from the families of origin . 

St t ement of the Problem 

This study wi ll address i t self to the problem of im-

proving communication skills bet\veen husb and and wife. 

~fuen communication improves, marital adj ustment should i m-

prove. ~-Jhereas this is a co mmon concept held by Satir 

(1972), Miller (197 6 ) and Mac (19 76) , very little has 

been done to measure this vari able o f communica tion as i ~ 

relates to the qua li ty o f the marital adjustment. 

St tement of the Hypothese 

There is a need to examine the effe c t of communication 

skill training on ma rital communic at ion and marital adjust-

ment. The following hypotheses will examine these relation-

ships. 

1. There is no significant gain in marital con~uni-

cation skill following a treatment of Pa rent Effectiveness 

Training (P.E.T.) and measured immediately by the Marital 

Communication Inventory (HCI) and tested with a t-test for 

dependent observation. 

2. There is no significant gain in marital adjustment 

follo~ving a treatment of P. E. T. and measured immediate1y 
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by the Short Marital Adjus tment Test (SMAT) and tested with 

a t-test for dependent observation. 

3. There is no significant increase in the correla ­

tion of marital cowmunication and m rital adj ustment fol ­

lowing a treatme nt o f P.E.T. and measured imme di tely with 

the MCI and t he SMAT ~nd teste d with the Spearman r an k 

correlation. 

4. There is no si gnifi c ant gain in marital com uni­

cation as measured by the MCI one year following a treat­

ment of P.E.T. and t ested with a t-t s t for depend n t ob ­

servation. 

5. There is no signi f ica t gain in marital adj ust ­

ment as measured by the SM T one year followin g t he treat ­

ment of P.E.T. and teste, wi th a t - tes t f or dep endent ob­

servation. 

6. There is no significant increase in the correla­

tion of marital communication and marital adjustment fol­

lowing a treatmen t of P.E.T ., measured with the Sl1AT and 

the MCI and tested with the Spearman rank correlation. 

Definition of Terms 

The term Parent Effectivenes s Train ing refers to a 

model of skill training which has as its goal the improve­

ment of interpersonal relationships. The skills are as 

follows: 
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1. ACTIVE LISTENING~ i s : ~a~aogerian techni que o f r e -

fleeting back to the p e rson experie nc i n
0 

a p r ob lem on e 's 

interpret2tion of the f e el i n gs t h e othe r is experienc ing , 

or the content of the o t her's message . Th e p u rpose i s to 

give that individui l ins i ght i nto the problem so tha t 

changes in b e havior c a n b e made t o ·r e solve the pr ob lem . 

2. I-MESSAGE is a communi cation skill us e d t o c han ge 

another's behavior wh i ch c auses one s t r es s . I n the P.E.T . 

course o f study, !-mess ages are cl ssifi as confr o n t i ve , 

preventive, posi t i v e , and decl a ra tive . 

3. PROBLEM SOLVI NG i s a co gni i v e appro ch t o con -

flict resolution bet~veen t wo or more pe r s ons who s e ne eds 

con f lict. John Dewey o ri g i na t e d th is si~' s tep me thod of 

findin g a so l ut i on to c on fl ic t o f ne e ds so that t he n eeds 

of all parties are met . The six s t eps are : define the 

problem, seek solution s , evaluate th s o lutions, choose 

those that mutually meet t h e n e eds , i mpleme n t the so l u ­

tions and evalua te the re s ul ts a fter a period o f time . 
' 

4. INFLUENCir G is a s k ill t hat deals wi th pas s ing 

one's value system on to ano the r p e rs on . It involves 

modeling the value and consul t i ng with th e o t h e r person 

concerning the value one wishes to pas s along . 
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LI11ITATIONS 

The followin g limitations are placed upon the find "n gs 

of this study: 

l. The results of this study will be limited to the 

sample selected and should not be generali z ed to the popu­

lation. 

2. Corrmunica tion improvement is limi te d to the im­

provement as measured by A Marital Communic tion Inven to r y 

(~CI) d eveloped by Mill a rd J. Bi enve nu~ Sr . (Bi envenu~ 197 8) 

3. Marital adjus tment is limi ted o t h a dj u s tme n t 

as measured by the Short .1ar i t a l j u tment Te t (S d~ T) 

developed by Harvey Locke and Karl Wall a ce . (Locke 1 1959) 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of the literature shall be concerned 

with three related topic s . The first will be a defini­

tion of communication. The second will be communication 

and its impact on marriage and sel f est e em, The last will 

be the principal means o f communicat i on used in the Par en t 

Effectiveness Tra i ning mo del: Active Lis e ing, Problem 

Solving and Influencing . 

Ra ush (1973) define commun ication as a r ela ionship 

between events in one syst em and eve ts in anothe r system. 

These events in one s y st em are no ~ only colored b the pre ­

sent, but are s~rongly influenced by the _past. Satir (19 2) 

must have this same idea in .mind when she desc~·bes t e _ 

family of origin as the most influentia l factor determining 

the communication skills used by adults . She indicates 

that in most cases the ability or i nability to communicate 

is a reflection of what was learned from the family of 

creation. 

In Peoplemaking Satir (1972) defines communication as 

talking and listening. She says it is the largest single 

factor determining the kind of relationships one makes with 

7 
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othe rs and wh at happ ens to one in the wor d. It is further 

obs e rved that communication includes the ways people pass 

information to others , t he in forma ion, nd the us e whi h 

is made of the information. Corrm1unic t i on is learn 

process . 

The qualit j of communic tion s 

(1972) c al ls feedback. S 2 obs e r es 

mprove by wh S t · r 

a~ if e dback oes 

not take place, commun ic tion becomes co lect · on o 

facts and infcrmat ·on t at m y l ea to t oeble i~ e re -

lationship i f no t rightly i ~ er et d. 

pplebaum (1973 ) d es cribes th urn ni tic con ts o 

i terp e rsonal communication . H l ists -ive to s in -

flu ncing communication : rame o re e r en e em a y a -

thentici ty interpersona l rust n fee i g content . In 

Fundamental Con c epts i n /u he esc ibe 

the Schrarnn model of inte rpers on al comrnun ic tio 
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The P.E.T. conc ept o f communi cati on i s s i mi lar to the 

Schramn model, omit t ing only t.e Field o f Experience. Gor ­

don (1970) d i a grams i t as fo llows: 

"WHE. WILL WE 
E T? 

C0 ·1? Iru ATIO 0'" 

"YES, I COULD E T HO RSE." 

The li te r atu re examined reveal two styles of co u -

nicat ion. One i s ne gative and destru~tive to a relation -

ship and the other is p osi tive and enhancing to a relation -

ship (Sati~, 1972). 

Satir ( 197 2 ) p o ints out four di ffe r ent patterns of 

communication th a t are h armful : blami ng, placating , corn -

puting and distracting . Placat i ng i s ove r- a s sunu g r espon ­

sibi l ity fo r t he feelings o f o thers . Bla i g is assuming 

little or no responsib ili ty fo r the feel i ngs of o the rs. 

Computing is being ultra-reas onab l e. Di st r a c ting is i g -

noring the content. 
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Rejecting is a ne gat ive technique of ommunication 

des c ribe d by Raush (1974) . He points out th t avoi a nce 

of c ommunication is a poor way to cop wi h onflic t and 

re s o lve problems . Some , Rash observes void communica ­

tion because the issu is no impor ta t wh ' le others avo ' d 

communication as a de fe n e again st confr nt t i 

Bienvenu (1970) sets o r h three fact o s o poo co -

munication: n agging , c o versational dis o rtesi s an no -

commun icativeness. Gor on (1970) is ts w ve fa tors 

hindering communication : order'ng , w n g e hor ing ad­

vising, lec turing, ju g ing , praisi g , n me - ca ling an -

l yz ' ng, consoling , prob i g an w · h ra ing . H ·· oints 

out that these f actor a r e acceptable ·n a good re l ation­

ship but unacceptabl wen t here · s a robl em be t ee the 

persons. Sut ton (1975) tats that n ega i e comm i a ion 

is more acceptable when there is a verbal ac cepta ce o the 

o ther person. 

According to Satir ( 1972), the ideal attern of c om-

muni cation is leveling . The voice mate es t e verba e -

pression and the relationship seems ree and easy . The 

communi cation is hones t an re a as presented. It is a 

moment of t ruth . I t is hole, and not par t ial. I t stan s 

in s tark contrast, according to Sa ti r to co unica t ion t hat 

is de s tructive. Raush (19 74 ) names so e ele ents in posi i ve 
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constructive communication: humor, pl a y f ul ness nd spon­

taneity. Factors no ted by Bienv enu (19 70) as faci litat ing 

communic a tion are: handling an ger and di ffe r e nce s, tone of 

voice, understanding , and a oo d l i s ten i n g h bi t s . 

Disclosing is anothe r el emen t o f positive f c il i tative 

communication. Gilber t ( 1976) defi ne i sclosin g s th 

act of r evealing personal info rma tion too he r s . Acc o r di ng 

to Coutts (1 973 ) this is a v i ta l p art o b ·n g intimate . 

Jouard (1958) finds that women a r h ' o e r disclosers than 

men. They disclose on th b as i s of l ' king e · h othe r 

while men disclose, on th b s i s of t r u ing eac ot er . 

The relationship between d i sclosure an s tis£ ction 

in marriage, according t o Co zby ( 1973) is a c r ilinear 

one . Some disclosing i s s atisfying and he pful i n buil ing 

a relat{onship, whil e too muc h i s considered t o be threa­

tening . The relationship between t hese t o v a riab s i n 

marriage is strongly infl uence d b y t h e need f o r s e curi ty 

and safety (Gilbert, 197 6). 

The literature seems to indicate tha t there is a 

strong relationship between communication, s e lf-es t ee 

and marital satisfaction. Raush (197 4 ) be l ieves t hat co -

munication plays a major rol e in enriching and re defining 

intimacy. This view is shared b y Fel dman (1961) a d Satir 

(1972). Feldman contends that good communic a tion is the 
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key to family interaction and i s the li fe blood o f the 

marriage relationship . Satir s ays that a positive rela ­

t ionship exis t s between a couple ' s abili y o commu icate 

and marit a l adjustmen t. Navr an (1967 ) observes that the 

ri ght and the abili ty t o exp ress dis 1 s r e is a pr r qui ­

site for a d jus tment in ma r r i age . H wev r, Simme (1964 

sugge sts t ha t open communication in its f does not nee s ­

sarily le a d t o a djus tment. 

The con c e p t that self- esteem and communic t ' o are 

r e la te d i s suppo r ted by several wri te Sa · r (19 73 ) 

obs e r v es tha t con~unication is m r · n g tool by hich 

two people a re a b le to gauge ach ot r ' feel ings of 

sel f -es teem . I t is als o the tool by w ich the stimatio 

of self- e s teem may b e changed . Sat ir say tha she is con ­

vince d t h a t the cru ci a l facto r in w t h appens betwee two 

people ·s the res u l t o f the s elf- steem at work . 

Shapiro (19 63) s t ate s that the abilit to self - is ­

close is related t o s e l f - esteem . The literature i dicates 

t hat as one t a ke s the risk t o s elf - disclose through com­

munication, self-esteem is e nhanced . Self- dis closur e i s 

a symptom, according to J ourar ( 19 59), o f a healthy per­

sonali t y and good positiv e self-es t e em . Ho one feels i s 

dependent upon directness and i nt i macy i n one 's communica­

t ion. Bach (1969) says that whateve r k i nd of communicat i on 
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is used, it h a s i ts influence up on the elf - e s teem and 

should b e con s i dered o f p aramoun ~ i mportan ce . 

Ano the r in t ere s t ing r elations ip between marriage an 

communica t ion surfa c s i n the liter t re and shoul be 

men t i on e d here. Rath e r th n the ef ect of the comm nic -

tion on the ma rriage , i t i s the infl ence o f the marr · age 

on communi c a tion . The q u al i ty o f m rri ge det rmin s to 

a de gree the quality o f co, unic tion th t tak s p c e. 

Satir ( 1972) de scribe the troubled ami y as hav · n g 

ficulty i n c ommuni cating i . healthy ways . The troubled 

f amily i s indirect and va g u e : menb rs en mess ges ith 

do uble meaning s . Gi lbert ( 1976) c on lude in her stu 

on sel f - disc losur e and marri ge, th t co ples w o a e 

satisfie d t e n d t o d i s c lose ore than those ho are un-

h app y . Rut ledge (1 966) obser es th t as ar i ge at re 

wi t h t i me, disc l osure s tend to be c ome i ndi cr i i ate . 

Restr a i nts tend to be r eleased t r t e erge~ fra k ess 

overr ides t a c t , a n d hos t i l i ty i s more c o . on . T e r esult 

is the r e l at i ons h ip become s i ntoler ble and t e i i id als 

pl a ce limits on s e lf e xp ression . 

In a dis serta tion on " a ri tal Co unica ion a I s 

Relat ions h ip t o Se l f - Es te em" Di l l on (1 976) s tates t at 

couples who receive d trai ning in ne~ co, un icat i o tee -

n iques g r ew in sel f - este e m. Gordon (19 70 ) hol ds t a t 
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simple communication skills learned experientially wi ll 

have a positive effect on the relat ions h ip. 

Much has been writ ten concernin g the use of r efl e c t ive 

listening and !-messag es. More than forty these s and di~­

sertations since 1970 h a ve me as ured the r e l ations hip o f 

these b·JO skills of communi c t ion in variou in terpersonal 

relationships and settings. A few h ve b e n chos n fo r t hi s 

review of the lite rature . 

Carucci (1975) ob s rve~ ch t in classroom i tuat ion 

comma nds increased di sruptive behavior , while I - ge 

had the oppo s ite effec t . Thei r u s e pp e r to ha v a po i ­

tive influence on limiting g roup di sruption as we l l as in­

dividual disrup t ions in a cl a ssroom . This ap e rs to b e 

a viable technique, since the ir use c n b taug. t effec­

tively over a fou r hour training period . Cli e (1971) on 

"The Effects of You- Ies sages and I- e ssages on t he Helping 

Relationship" note d that "the degree- -to which the subj ec t 

experienced the i~f~tionship as : 'he lpful' was signi f ican ly 

greater under "I" conditions than " You" c ondi tions." 

The effects of "Ac tive Listening have also been 

measured with significant results. Blume (1977) tes t ed 

the"Effects of Active Listening Training on Verbal Res­

ponses of Univer-s:ity of Florida Preservice Childhood 

Education Teachers." It r.v as determined that those who 
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received just four hours of t raining in .. Activ e Li stening ·· 

scored significant l y higher (p> .05) on t he empathy posttest 

versus the pretest. It wa s also ob s e rve that the empathy 

level continued to be h~gh r six wee s after the postt st . 

Hosier (1978) researched "Th Eff cts of Active Lis ­

tening for Child Care Provid rs . " Afte r four one hour 

weekly sessions on Ac t iv Listeni ng t e e xperimental 

group was test e d using Carkhuff 's Empathet · Un r s t an n g 

in Interpersonal Processes Sc l e . The resul r eve le d 

that the e xper i men ta l group scored high er t an th on rol 

group. However, i t wa s sugg ted t hat for ornpe ten e n 

the use of the skill, more training would b req ired. 

Fagnan (1977) tested a group of 167 ·unior high school 

students whose teachers ad been ins t ruc ted i n the use o f 

Active · -Lis.tening ,,; The f i nding s sugges t that the junior 

high school students favor teachers' us e of ·c tive L is ten ­

ing as a way of responding to studen t - owned problems . 

It was found that female t e a chers scored s ienifica n tly 

higher than male teachers in the abili ty to be empa t etic . 

Extensive study on the influence of Ac t i e Listening 

and I-Messages u sed jointly has been done b et een 1970 and 

1979. The findings are summa rize in the fo_lowing p ara-

graphs. 
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Dillard (1974) found that these skills can be taught 

over a relatively shor t pe riod of time, and that those who 

learn the skills can fun ction at a higher level in helping 

relationships and in teaching. Fine ( 1975) discovered 

that student teachers who were equipped with Active Listening 

and I- ~1e ssages improved: (1) core con i t ion skills (congru- _ 

ence, empathy, re spe c t ) necessary to establish rapp rt 

betwee~ teachers and pupils (2) affe ctive initiating skil~s 

(3) facilitative communica~ion skills, and (~ ) ability to 

employ democratic prob lem so lving procedur s. Gar i (1971) 

repor ts that parents who took a Pa rent Effectiveness Tr in ­

ing course s howed sig~ificant gains in confidence as parents, 

greater mutual unders tanding bebveen parent and c ild, an 

greater mutual trus t . Participants state t hat they were 

less afraid to expres s their fee l ings, more hon st abou~ 

themselves, and felt less guilt when they failed to measure 

up to their previous expectations as parents. Hanley (19 73 ) 

used Active Listening and I- fessages in a family enrichment 

program and discovered that parents increased their ability 

to accept and understand their children. The parents devel­

oped a greater degree of trust . in the children, and the 

children experienced more autonomy. 

Kilburn and Gerard (1971) taught Parent Effectiveness 

Training to staff members at a mental hospital. They· found 
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a reduction of roadblock s to communication, increased 

listening skills, dec~eased nega t ive confrontational be­

havior, and increased comfort in d aling with pa tients' 

problems resulted. Participants felt that it aided them 

in their personal r elationships off the job as well. 

Knowles (1974) in an evaluation of Parent Effectiveness 

Training, observed that these skills were most useful when 

taught to parents who voluntee ed to take th course. 

Larson (1972), in an article for " T e S hool Counselor" 

observed tha t children de ~ i gnated as un erachievers 

whose parents took the P ren t Effect: en s Training course 

gained a full grade point from the firs t to the third quar ­

ter of school. Parents gained insight into the b a vior 

of the child and improved their own sel f -concepts . Lilli ­

bridge (1971) in his study of Parent Effectiveness Training 

and ' its inftuence on the child, ob served that child_viewed 

the parent as more accepting . Evidence sug 0 e s t s that the 

Parent Effectiveness Training model fosters hea thier parent ­

child relationships and results in more e mot ionally well 

adjusted children. Piercy (1971) did a study on "The Effec t s 

of P.E.T. on Empathy and Self-Disclosure." Piercy found 

that after taking P.E.T. subjects showed greater e mp athetic 

understanding of another person's problem, creating a non ­

threatening environment in which the child feels better 
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understood and is les s lil- ely t o r e s pon d 'vith r esistanc e. 

Subjects also showed g rea ter f ac i l itative self- disclosur e 

when faced wi th probl e ms o f t hei r own. 

Stearn (1970) de a l t wi th " The Relatio ship of P.E.T . 

to Par~-nt Attitudes, Parent Beh avior and Child Self- Esteem ." 

He observed t hat P. E. T. graduates "" re found to be sign~fi ­

cantly more democratic i n their attitude s toward family as 

compared i.vi t h t wo c o n t r ol groups whic recei ed no training. 

He found evidence t hat children of P . E . T . graduates in­

cre a sed significantly in self- esteem . Ste ck (1975) in a 

dissertation on " A S tudy to De termine the Effects of In­

Service Educat ion on Tea chers' Beliefs, At titudes and 

Values" discovered t hat Teacher Effectiven ss Training had 

no significant inf luenc e on the experimental group's beliefs 

attitudes, or values . He observed that all p rtici ants 

felt it was desirab le to b e more flexible and open and less 

authoritarian. He b e lieved that this atti t ude was assimi ­

lated from the influen c e o f an authoritarian source s uch 

as principals. 

While one paper me nt ion e d t he effec t o f t r ansference 

of communication s k ills from one dyad to anot er, there i s 

no research in this specific area (Kilburn , Ge r a r d, ansi 

Ray, 1971). Therefore, it seems a pp r op riat e t o examine 
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the influence of a Parent Effectiveness Training course of 

study on the marital adjustment of parents who take the co urse 

for the purpose of improving the ir ability i n parenting. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Subjects 

The sample which was u s in t stu y was group 

o f Caucasian parents f rom m· d le to up socio - eco ornic 

l evel . Fifty -on e p r ents wer involved in th t udy, 

twenty-four f ath e rs and tw nty - s v n moth rs. P i ip t · o 

in the study was voluntary . o on k w u on nt ring t 

cours e tha t growth in CO ! unicatio s <il s and rna i a ad­

justment would be measur ed . everal pers ons v o t ok the 

Parent Effectiveness Training cou se id not olunt er 

be a p a rt of the study . ost agree to pa icipate · thout 

hesitation . The av ge numb r of ye _s marri as 8 . 5 

and the average number o f children pe r family v s bvo. 

Instruments 

Two tests were us e d t o meas re gro th i co ication 

skills and marital adjustment . lar i tal Co uni ca tion 

Inventory (MCI) developed by 'illar J . Bien enu, Sr . as 

used to measure communication bet e en husb an 

Short Marital Adjus tment Test ( T) eve oped b 

i e . 

ar e 

J. Locke and Karl M. Wa l lace was gi en to easure t e 

20 
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marital adjustment of the individua s . Bo t h tests were 

administered before and after the t r eatment. 

The MCI was desi gn e d t o help the counse o r s se ss th 

communication relationsh:lp for the p 1rpo se o n v u 

couns 2 ling (Bi e nvenu , 19 78). It n b ed as a te chin 

and research t ool in the area o marri ge and ami y lif 

education. Clinically, t h e MCI c n e se for assessment 

and diagnosis of mari tal c ommunication . It ha 

used to provi ce clues to marital communi Lion 

I t ha~ also been wide ly u sed as a tool fo r mar 

b n wi ely 

i f · c lt·e . 

age nr h -

ment programs to h elp coupl es en a ce i r · m c in thei 

r e l at ionship thr ough bet ter communi tion . T e CI is 

appropria t e for group as well as indi · dua e in e a a i 0 

mari tal communi cation . Bien enu suggest s t at for enr · ch­

rnent pro grams the test may b e a .i istere t th f · r t 

s e ssion to assess the communication l e els of the copes, 

and then admini stered at the l ast s essio to easure prog ess 

(Bienvenu, 1978). 

Using 764 couples in four different s tudi es the e n score 

was established at 104 . 65 and the st dar deviatio at 

17.86. One reli abi li ty s tudy comp l eted b teat or us · g 

the Spearman-Brown formula, a_ s lit - h lf c~~~io coeffi ­

cient, revealed a coefficient of . 93 af er correc ion 

(Bienvenu, 1978). 



22 

A Short 1ar it a l Adjus tment Test w s designed to me sure 

the accommodation of husb n d and wife to each o her at a 

given time . The rel iability c oefficient of the S T, com­

puted by the spli t - half technique an orrec d by the 

Sp e a r man - Brown formul a , w s . 90 . Thi te t 

a hi gh de gr ee o f reli abili ty (Lock a d 

In a study of 23 6 s bj cts · w o 

score for the test wa s 135.9 for the well a j 

person . For t he mala just d m e ~so 

set at 71 . 7. These cores in i te th the 

diffe ren t i ate s b etween ?ersons vvho a 

he efor , as 

19 59 ). 

h t he m n 

clear 

c 

their marriage s and thos e Nho are no I t is i nt h t 

t .e test h as v a lidi ty, since it sees to eas e wh t t 

purports to measure , n amely maria a j st e t (Loc·e 959) . 

The trea tment is Parent Effecti eness Traini (P. E. T . ) 

b Thomas Go rdon . I t i s a twent - four our course o s u 

divi,ed in to ei g h t three ho r weekl sess o s . s s 0 i 

t e li terature, i ts princip e e is s ·ill tra i g in 

the a re as of listeni g , co unic ti g p o e so g a d 

influencing . Its popularity an acce 

lished through the participa i on of 

. ore than 2,0 00 ,00 0 c opies of P . E . 

a has ee esta -

ore t a 600,000 r e 

a -e bee p is ed . 

Approxima t ely forty theses a isser at i o s a e ee 

S . 
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written trea t ing some aspec t o f t h e P . E . T . mod 1 . Its 

populari t y in u se wi th the f amily and the interest i has 

drawn from academia woul d seem to r comm nt P.E .T. for 

teacQing new s k i l l s i n i n te r per sonal relationship to this 

sample populat ion . 

D sign 

The de sign of t his study was a one g r oup pre st, 

trea tmen t , p osttes t. Th e t r eatmen group was d·v · ed or 

post t e st i ng at two di fferent tim interva s . Both were 

trea t ed i n the s ame manner xcept for the interv 1 b t een 

t he pos tte s t i n g p e riods . 

Group A , the s maller o f the two, was preteste it 

both r CI an d S}~T, t r e ated with the eight eek .E . T . course, 

and pos tte s ted i mme di ately fo llowing the treatment . he 

time inte rva l between the pretest and postt st as eight 

week s. 

Group B, t he l arge r o f the two was pretested wit 

both MCI and SMAT . They were treated with P . E .T . , and 

were pos tt es t e d one year late r to see whether there as 

any residual e ff e c t o f the t r eatment on arital co i -

cation and mari ta l a d jus tment . This g r oup r e cei e t e 

pretest and t rea tment a t differen t t i mes than Group 

Both groups were measured to de termi ne gr o t in 

communication ski l ls and mar i t a l adj u s tmen t . I n di idual 
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members of both g roups were tested to determine the correla­

tion between growth in marital communication and Qarital 

adjustment. 

Neither group ha d a control group to m asure the in­

fluence of t he pre test on the postt st . 

Analysis o f Data 

An analy sis of the data was on to me sure h following: 

l. Growth in communication skills: Th t - t st i h 

dependent obs ervations was used to me sure the differen e 

in the mean of the pretest and posttest of the CI n the 

SHAT. 

2. Corre la tion be t~Teen comrnuni ca tion and marr ge 

adjustment: To determi ne the correlation of these two 

variables t he Spearman rank correla tion as u e . 



Ch pter IV 

FINDI GS 

Th e findin gs shall b divi ed ·nto thee parts . The 

first will examin e the total sam a comp i t w · h 

the p opula tion. The s co par will look t the sa p1~ 

that was pre te sted, trea ed a nd immedia 

The third p a rt will e xamin the gr u a 

post e 

p e t 

treat ed and pos ttested one ye r fo1 owin g e tr a e n 

The findings of t pret st for a f . t .. -o 

cipants is seen in t b le 4 . 01 . 

A COMPARISON OF THE SAliPLE WITH THE POP TJ.. O 

COdMUN ICATIO I V · TO:Z ( 1CI) A · D 

TEST ( SlfAT) 

HORT IT 

Sample 

Tes t Total =51 

x s x 

CI 8 8.75 20.37 8 7 28.25 90. 9 

SHAT 99.16 27 .5 96 . 79 23 . 5 101. 15 

Population 

1CI 101.67 17. 86 99 . 52 18 . 14 103.8 

SMAT 10 0 . 00.00 00 . 00 00 . 00 0 . 00 

TABLE 4.01 
25 

p rti-

OR I 

D UST 

7 

s 

7 

30.95 

1 . 38 

00 . 00 
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In marita l communic t ion the samp was b low the 

mean of the popul a tion . The total sample of 51 scor 

73% below the me a n of t h population. Th men ( ~=24) 

scored 85% below the mean f or men and he worn n ( =27 ) 

scored 75 % below the mean for the worn n of th po u o 

In marital adj ustment the ampl e on y va ie £ 0 

one point above the mean for the popu ation t o 0 po'nts 

belov7 . The population m an was stab ·she at 100. 

Table 4.0 2 shows t :1e carrel t ion b tw en marita 

commun ica t i on a nd marital adj u tmen fo h sam 1 

A CO RRELATIOr BETWEE THE ~ICI SCORES D T E T SCO 

FOR THE SAl'·IPLE ( NillfBER=51) 

Group Variables r . 

Sample -=51 Corrnnunication vs . A t ent . 681 

Men N=24 Communication vs . just nt .6 767 

Women N=27 Corrnnunication vs. ent . 70 

TABLE 4.02 

The correlation between co u icatio a arital 

adjustment seems ra ther hig at r.= . 6818 b t this is 

statistically ins i gnificant when co s · aering that t e 

sample size is only 51. To be significa t e sa 

size would have to be about fo r h un dred or ore . 

e 

2 
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Part t'itvO of the findin g s will t r eat t he group th \vas 

pretested, treated and pos t t es t e i r:nne i ately f o llowing h 

treatment. Table 4.0 3 shows the s_at i s · 1 i ndings o 

group t'itvo. 

A CO~ARI SON OF THE STA~ISTICAL SCO E FORTH 

WAS POSTTESTED I 'fr1EDIATELY FOLLO I G THE TR 

G OUP 

T E ( 

Test or Correlation Prete Post 

I H 

. T . ) 

MCI 

SMAT 

e n 

84. 2 

9 9 . 8 7 

S . D . 

16 . 2 

25.89 

n 

91 . 34 

01 . 67 

. D. 

16 . 58 

2 . 03 

Correlation r. = . 6399 .=.6478 

TABLE 4 . 03 

The firs t hypothesis: The r e i s o 

in marital comrn nica tion fo llo\ i n g ~ 

Effectiveness Training and e as~red _i __________ ~ b th .CI 

a d tested \v i th a t - test with dep en ent _o_b_s_e_r _______ . Co. ---- ---- - ----
paring the means o f the pr 

an obtaine d twas 2 . 5452 . 

an os test s it 

The c r i tic 1 _975 

a t - ... es 

as 2 . 

Since ob tained t was g r eater t an ri ica t e 

h pothesis was re jecte . 
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The secon d hypo thesis: There is no signif. nt ~ ~ 

in marital adjustment f ollowing ~ tre tment o 

tiveness Training and me asured imrne iately ~ ~ S · T n 

te sted with~ t - test fo ~ dep e nden t o serva~ions . Com aring 

the means o £ the re and pos ttest of : he ~ T w· th the t -

te sL for dependent obs ervation, an obtain t 0 . 3542 w s 

r ealized. Cri t ic a l . 975 t 14 wa 2. i ce o ained t w s 

less than cri tical t the null hypo t esis is accep 

The third hypoth e sis: Th e re i 

jus tment following a tre tme~t of _P ____ __ ess 

Training, measur e d wi t h th L.: MCI an T n t ~v h 

·the Sp earman Rank Correlation . By h use of z-rati to 

test the independent correlation c oer ic · e 

min ed that the ob tai ned z -ratio s . 0303 an 

s it \ s d ter -

critic z 

was 2 . 16. Since obtain2 d z was s aller t n critic z the 

null hypothesis was accepted . 

The third part of the fi jngs lao 

was tested one year followin g the reat en 

at t e g o p 

of P . E . T . 

4.04 shows the s tatistical resul Ls o- the testi g for g ro 

three . 

i 

e 
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A COL~ARISO N OF THE STAT ISTICAL SCOP~S OR THE GRO UP WHIC 

~vAS POSTTESTED ONE YE_ R FO:.LOT I JG THE TRE TIE T (P. E . T.) 

Test o f Correlation Pretest ( 1 = 15) Post 5 ) 

Mean S."Q. Ie n S.D. 

HCI 90.6 23 . 66 9 6 6. 8 

SivlAT 10 7 .67 33 . 16 07. 2 3 

Correlation . 8433 

T 3LE . 4 .0 4 

The fourth hy _ othesis : T e r e n o ~ 

in mar i ta l c ommunicat:.on a c measur e CI 0 -- ----
fol lowing t h e t ~eatment 0 -

. E . T . a n .Ji th a -

with deEendent obse vacions . Comp a ri 0 t e me ns 0 
:::1 

pre test and pos ttest an obtaine 0 f 2 . 1.8 .] ;:, l · .u e 

Cr i t ic a l .
975

t
14

=2.14. Si ce ob t ain e t s g r eaL.er t 

cri t ical t the null hypo thesis is r e · e c ted . 

in marital adjustment as meas red the _ _ T oe~ 

followino the t r eatment o f P . ~ . T . and t e s te a 
------~~0 --- --

with d e 12 enden t observatior.s . Usi g t e s a .e s a .:..s ic 1 

procedure, an obtaine t of -. 07 1 2 s rea i ze 

is smaller than cri t ica l . 975t 

thesis is acc e pte d . 

o~ 2.1 t e 

e 

0 -

/ 

.at 
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The last h y po thesis : There i s no signific nt incre se 

in the correlatio of rna i ta l c ommuni a ion and rnarita 

iustment follow i ng ~ .~ reatmen t o f P .E. T and me~s red on 

man Rank Correla t ion. When the group w s preteste t 

correlation b etween communication n a just~ n~ was r . = 

. 8433 . One year later the correla t · on of the two ari -

b 1 e 0 was r . = . 9 3 7 6 . A z- e s t .vas c .... l u ted for t h · e ttvo 

cor r e 1 at ions and f o un · to b e l . 12 19 . C r · t i l z at o< 2 = . 0 5 

r..vas 2 . 16. S inc e obtaine z -as sm l r tha. r z, 

the null hypothesis i a epte . 



Chap ter V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOW1ENDAT 0 

CONCL USION 

Parent Effectivenes s Training i ffective in each'ng 

communication skills that influence mari 1 cornmun ·catio 

With both groups, those who we re pre e t , t r e t d and 

posttested immediately after the t reatmen n hos who 

were pretesLed , treated nd postte te o e y a r fol ow g 

the treatment , th e r e was significant ga · n · 

nication skills. There were no signi ----
r a conunu-

gains in arit 1 

adjustment for either g roup. Neith r w the n s · gn i -

can t deterioration o f marital a djus ment fo e ' ther group. 

- - There seems to be a significan c rrelation be een 

marital communication and marital adjus t en fo al arti -

cipants as found in both th pretest an t posttest . 

Even though both groups gained in the carr ation of com-

munication and adjustment the i crease as not st a isti -

cally significant. 

DISC 

The sample came from an above average gro p eco o ­

mically, socially, and educationally. Pretesting wi h the 

HCI revealed marital corrnnun·cation of the sample to be 

about three-quarters o f a s tandard deviation bela the mean 

31 
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of the ?Opulation, even tho u gh marit l a justment s 

measured with the S ~T , was v ery near the mean of the 

popu l ation. One woul suppo se that the e ucational, e_o-

nomi c, and social advantages of the g r oup o b reflec -

ted in a l evel of comounication bility v he me n for 

the population, rather th a n bel ow . 0 e c no ly s e 

a s to why this did not prove to e ru I rn h b t t 

the need to improve r elationship -i th c i rn -

tivated some particip 2n t s to ta~e t. 

symptomati c of some mo r e r ofound p ob m o ro 

Likeh ise the poor marital cornmunic t 0 
.: 1 .... 

i dicat i ve of some othe problem OS e t t hie 

was refl e ct ed in the des ire to i mp r o ar ing s ·il 

T e re is y et anot:her i nte est n o .:..sco -e r i 

concerns some of the q Est.:.. on on he · CI . Q estio e e 

reads, 11 Does it upset you to a gre t e' e t . he o 

spous e is angry ~vi th yo ? " T e i eal ans er is e e . 

Of the fifty - one who too· the p · etest a t i ty ho oo 

the pos ttests not one marked t e ide a. s 0 1 % 

chose ''S eldom, 1 1 27~~ s elected SometiL es '' a d 63cr.:o e 

' 'U sually . 11 This i s only on e e .·a ple of ; ere ega ti re 

feel ings and tone of voice had a eg~ e c e o 

comrn·nication . Coul d it be that poo se - estee o e 

partner comb ined with negati e feeli os to e o oi e a 

rejec t ion of the o ther resul ts in poo ar · ta co 
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REC O 

Thr e e areas are s uggested that might be subjects for 

f rther study . One s t u dy might e 1 with co ples trea~ed 

with a more intens e l y xperienti 1 cours using I-message3, 

11 d r sp c _ active list e ning , and problem solvi~g . w· th 

to the P .E . T . cour s e , another coul be d igne tv · th eve 

mo r e emphasis on e xp e ri e n t ial tech qu s of · s r ction 

and less on di dactic metho s . 

A s e cond recornme dation for s y o c rns e i -

flu enc e o f ne g a t i e fee ings o 

ables one 's f eelings an one ' s 

b e examin e d to measure thei in 

communic a tion . 

co unica t · on . Two v i-

ul_ ra con tion g co 1 

ence o self - st e d 

A t n ird recommendat i on for stu ~ oncern t e · nflu ce 

o f socio - e conomic g r oup an ed cation o a it 1 co1 uni 

tion . The rel at ive l y high socio - cono ic an e 'ucatio a 

group in this study scored signific nt y lo er on a · tal 

communication th an t he populaticn . It oul be i g 

to examine possibl e re asons for this o er le el o 

COI1lr.1unication . 

a ta 
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A MARITAL COMMU ICATIO I E TORY 

Fo r m Mj F 

Developed b y Mill r d J . Bie nve n u Sr . 

1 . Do you and your spouse discus s t he m n r n wh · h 
come should be s pent ? 

2. Does your spous discuss th i r w k d · n t r s s w 

3 . Do you have a t end en cy to keep you r f el ' n s o yo r 

4. Is your spous ' s to n e of voic rr · t 

5 . Does your spouse have 
better 1 ft unsaid ? 

tend nc y to y thi g w . h ~ 

6. Are your m a l time conve rsat i n ea y nd 

7 . Do you find it n c e s sa y t o ke ep f r y ur sp u 
faults? 

8 . Does you r to underst nd ur - el · n spouse se em 

9 . Does your spous e nag you? 

10 . Does your spouse listen to what you have to s ? 

11 . Does it ups e t you t o a gre a ext t when you s 0 

you? 

12 . Does your spo us e pa y you compli e nts and sa n ce 

? 

se 

th ' n 

m y n-

y u? 

? 

u 

angry t 

tO 'OU . 

13 . Is it hard t o understand your s pouse ' s feelin sad tt . tud 

14 . Is your spouse affectionate t owa rd ou. 

15 . Does your spouse l et you fini s ta ing before re o nding to h t 

you are saying? 

16. Do you and your spouse r emain s ile nt for lo ng per· o s 
angry with one another? 

35 
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Does your spous e allow you t o pur s u e y ur 
' even i f they are d i ffe r ent from their wn? 

wn n t re ts an ct ·v· · s 

18 . Does your spous e t ry t o lift y r spir s wh n you 
or di s couraged? 

d press 

19 . Do you f ail t o expr es s disa gr eem n w ' th y ur pouse b c us 
are afraid t hey wil l get a ngr y? 

y u 

20 . poes y our spouse complain that y o on ' und r nd h m? 

21 . Do you let your spouse know wh en y u are d 

22. Do you feel your spous e say s ne th ' ng bu t r J y 

23 . Do you h e lp y our pous e und r s t and yo by . y ' n g ow yo 
feel, and bel i e ve ? 

24 . Do yo u and yo u r s p use i nd i hard to d ' s · gre 
without lo s ing your temp e r s? 

25 . Do the t wo o f you ar g ue 1 t ve r m n y? 

26. Whe n a pro ble m aris e s that n ds t b s v d e yo 
spous e abl e to d i s cus it toge h r c·n a c m m n ner)? 

27. Do you fi nd it di ff i cult to e x p r ess your true fe l'n 
s pouse? 

28 . Does your spous e o ffer you coope r tion 
tiona l supp ort in your rol e ( d u ties ) as 

enco ura g men 
husb d or 

29 . Does your spouse insult you when n y with you? 

nd 
' fe ? 

hem? 

r? 

n t 

yo r 

Y r 

30 . Do you and your spous e e n gage i n o u tsid 'nte rests and acti t ' e 

to gether? 

31 . Does yo ur spous e accuse y o o f n t l i s t en · ng to w t they sa ? 

32. Does your spouse l e t you know t hat you are · mport t to he ? 

33. Is i t easier to con f ide in a fr i nd rathe r t ha our spo s e ? 

34 . Does your spous e conf ide in others r a t he r t ha n n yo u? 

35 . Do you fee l that in most matt e rs your s 0 se k 0 s ha t you r 

trying to say? 
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36. Does your spouse monopoli ze the conv rsation v e r y much. 

37. Do you and your spouse talk ab ut things w i ch a r e o f ·nte r s t t o 
both of you? 

38. Does your spo use sulk o r pout very much? 

39. Do you discus s intimate matters w · th your s po us e ? 

40. Do you a nd your spouse discuss your p rson 
other? 

p ob ms w' h ach 

41. Can your spouse tell what kind o day yo u h v h d w ·tho k 'ng? 

42 . Does your spouse fail to expr s s 
tion f or you? 

e l · gs f r s ct nd d ir -

43. Do you and your pous e talk o v e r pl e s nt h . g th t 
the day? 

44. Do yo u hesitate to di s cus s c e rtain t h ng 
you are afraid he or she mi gh hurt y ur 

w t you 
eelings? 

spo 

pp n d ur · ng 

e bee 

45 . Do you pretend you are li t e ning t y o ur s po u e h n c t ual y o u 
are not r eally listening ? 

46 . Do the two of you ever sit down jus t to t a k t ngs r ? 



A MARITAL COMMUNICATIO INVE TORY 

Response Shee t 

Usually So me times Se_dom v r 

~ -

2 . 

3. 

4 . 

5 . 

6 . 

7 . 

8 . 

9 . 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 

13 . 

14 . 

15 . 

16 . 

17 . 

18 . 

19 . 

20. 

21 . 

38 



22 . 

23 . 

24. 

25. 

26 . 

27 . 

28. 

29 . 

30. 

31. 

32 . 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37 . 

38 . 

39 . 

40. 

41. 

42 . 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 
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SHORT HARITAL AD USTHE T TEST 

Numb er ;Hus b a nd ; ~ i f e ,· Numb e ----- - ---- ----- y .:s rn r d 

Number of c hildre n ; Ag s o f h ' l r e n 
----- --------------------------

~ 1. Che c k t h e d t o n the s a l e l i n e · e 
degree o f h a p i n ess , e v e rythi ng consi 
riage. The midd l e poin t "ha py " e r s 
happine s which mo s t people g e t f r om 
gr adua l l y ran g e s on o n e s ide t o t ho 
in marriage, a n d on the ther t o t 
extreme joy or f elicity i n rna rriag 

0 

Very 
Unhappy 

2 7 1 5 

Happy 

State t he approximate e x t ent f g r e me 
you and your mate on t he f 1 owi n~ ' te · . 

2 

or d1 s 
1 as 

A-Always 
Agree 

B-Almo s t 
Always 
Ag r e e 

C- Oc ca s ' o n ­
al1 y 
Di s a gr e e 

D- Fr eq t y E­
D· sagre 

2 . Handling famil y f inanc e s 

3. Mat t ers of e crea tion 5 4 

4 . Demonstrations o f affectio n 8 6 

5 . Friends 5 4 

6. Sex rel at i ons 15 12 

7 . Conventionali ty (ri ght , p r o pe r co d uc t) 5 

8 . Philosophy o f life 5 

9 . Ways of dealing wit h in- l a ws 5 

40 

25 

c 0 E 

3 2 1 

3 2 

2 1 

3 2 

9 1 

3 

3 

3 

n . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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10 . When d isagreements a ris e , th y u s ual y r s lt in : husb 
in 0 , wife g i v ing in 0 g r ement by rnu tu l giv 

11 . Do you a nd ; our m te e g g n o ts i de i ter sts ~ ogeth ? 1 
them 10 some of them 8 very ew th rn 3 non o 

12 . 

13 . 

14 . 

t hem 0 . 

In leisure time do yo u 
stay at home ? 
(S tay at home f o r both 
disagreement , 2 oint 

Do you eve r wish y u 
ally 1 , R r e ly 8 

ge n e r ally r fe r : to b 'on 

10 po nts ; II n th I for 
) 

a no m.:1rr ed? Fr qu y 
Jeve r 5 . 

I f you had y our life to live o v r do you h . k y 
the same p e r son 1 5 , arry d" fferen person 0 
a t al l 1 ? 

15. Do y ou c o n f ide in your ma t e : lrnost n v~r 0 
mo s t things 10 In v ythin o 0 ? 

th g II 

---
h 3 p t 

0 c ion-

ou 1 rry 
t r· 

r y n 

0 . 



APPE DI - B 

RAl· SCORES 



PRETEST SCO RES OF GRO UP I 

~=51 

No. en me 

MCI S 1AT I 

1. 77 90 10 46 

2. 104 110 1 3 28 

3 . 106 115 87 46 

4. 73 118 1 2 20 

5. 79 75 92 5 

6. 87 97 79 95 

7 . 87 82 OS 39 

8. 142 1 0 81 95 

9. 105 10 8 1 2 98 

10. 101 76 82 1 2 

11. 120 13 75 48 

12 . 97 145 69 85 

13. 83 89 113 150 

14. 75 76 75 1 3 

15. 69 81 63 80 

16. 65 87 1 2 94 

17. 74 83 00 108 

18. 75 10 3 83 11 

19. 80 115 60 33 

20. 83 101 101 108 

21. 100 98 88 88 

22. 32 51 87 1 5 

23. 59 51 85 10 

24. 117 132 80 65 

25. 
114 45 

26. 
63 6 

27 . 
117 1 
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PPillTEST AND POSTTE ST CO RE OF GROU II 

N=15 

No Time Span Betwe e n rea ment an Postte·t 

No. Pre t st Pos 

HCI S 1AT .c T 

1. 113 15 0 04 48 

2. 1 12 94 13 2 

3. 101 10 8 04 1 5 

4 . 100 108 115 102 

5 . 88 88 03 6 

6. 87 125 92 123 

7 . 83 11 84 9 

8. 83 10 1 85 1 0 

9. 80 115 97 79 

10. 75 11 3 OS 122 

11. 75 103 5 21 

12. 74 83 78 97 

13. 69 85 58 60 

14. 63 80 67 76 

15. 60 33 80 1 
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PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCO ~ S OF GRO UP II I 
N=15 

One Year Time Span Be twe en T eatment and OS s 

No. Pretest Pos t 

HCI SHAT c T 

1 . 105 139 106 4 

2. 10 6 115 08 0 

3. 87 125 7 128 

4 . 85 101 90 1 

5. 80 65 91 OS 

6. 10 0 98 106 2 

7. 32 51 41 12 

8 . 59 51 7 83 

9 . 114 145 117 145 

10. 117 132 27 126 

11. 85 96 63 61 

12. 117 121 135 15 

13. 69 85 63 44 

14. 106 145 20 147 

15. 97 145 105 131 

45 
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