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Two communication training programs- the Communication Skills Workshop

(C$W and the Couples Communication Program (CCP) -and a wait-list con:

trol group were compared on measures of communication effectiveness,

problem solvinfi and relationship satisfaction. Subject were fifty7fouxls

volunteer coup andomly assigned to conditions. Highly distressed

couples or those seeking marital therapy were excluded from the study.

l'

All training was done in gr9ups utilizing male and
k
emale co-trainers.

One relationship satisfaction,questionnaire was.administered prior to

training; allAuesetennaires and performance measures were given one and
.1!

`.seven weeks following-training. Resu161 indicated that the CCP training

produced,significant increases in nonverbal positive messages relative to

the 'CSW and,Ao training. CCP training also resulted in significant decreases

In nonverbal negative messy s compared to tl,e CSW. Both traiping condi-

tions significantly reduced verbal negative messages(ao Self-report measures

reve7led Ab significant differences a follow-up testing. Although trainer

diffeences.may have partially counted for results, the CCP appears to

)

/be's viable alternative to behavioral programs such as t SW.
"



I

-2-

. ,.
p .

.

, j,,,s.

% .
.

.

The present study was designed to evaluate two communication traini*
...

programs -- the (CSW) Communication 4illsWorkshop (Witkin'& Rose, ,1977").,
..., .

.d ,k

the )(CCP) Couples Communication Program .(Nunnally,Miller & Wackman, 975) --

on the communication effectiveness And relationship satisfaction of duples.:

In addition, each training program was compared to'a wait-list control.

Programs

programs
,

Both training programs are educationally-oriented (c.1., Liberman,

(.

Wheeler & Sanders, 1976) And utilize a group training format.
e

C, ommulcnIcati4n Skills Workshop 'rho CSW As a "behavior lly-oriented"

program deriving its conceptual base from social leati g frameworks -

(Patterson A Hops, 1972; Birchlet, Weiss & Vincent, 19"5; Staats;:1972) and

communication theorists '(e.g.. Pace & Boren, 1973, Meh'abian,& 1eetf °1968) and

drawing upon. the intervention strs&gies of the Oregdn group (e.g. Weiss,

Hops, & PattersOn, 1973; Patterson, Hops & Weiss, 1915; and Richard Stuart

(1969, 1974). Emphasis in the CSWAR- upon learning. specific communication

skills, e.g. spero4ficity, feedback, add nonaversive requests, And applying

these skills to relationship problem solving. The duration.of the CSW is

six, two-hour sessions with at-home assignments,. including readings,

given between sessions.

Couples Communication Program Based upon concepts from the field of
?..P4

family development, symbolic interactionism, and modern communication and

systems,tftory,' the,CCP attempts to provide couple,with skills to increase

their awarcrs:4 and meta-communication (Nunnaliv, NIIior, & Wackman, 1975).

Four weekly three -hoar sessions are devoted to teaching cougles how to:

(1) increase and- verbally express theikr self-awareness; (2) accurately

exchomg InformAn;- (3) utilize different communication styles; and
0

Ji

,



(4) maintain and build self - esteem,: especially when dealing with conflicts

(Miller, NuanallylkWackman, 1976).,- Similar .to, CSW, between ,session
-. . '..f

exercises are given for-practice a home'as well as readings from a text'

/

1*
.-

'authored by. he program developers (Miller, Nunnally & Waekman. 1975),
1

........-

METHOD

Sub ects .

Couples who participated in the study were recruited from newspapers

and radio advertisements, letters sent to randomly selected married couples,

agency referrals and a feature story about marital communication in a local

newspaper. Demographic characteristics of thelarticipating couples atA,

summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 here

Design

All subjects participated in a ?retraining assessment session consisting

of general information about the training and completion of the Locke Marital

Adjustment Questionnaire (MAQ). Couples could be eliminated from the study

for two 'reasons: (1) they were seeking marital therapy rather than an

'educational training program; (2) their mean MAQ score was below 80. The

first sixty couples to meet this criteria were randomly assigned to one of

.7-2 three conditions: the CSW, the CCP, or a control gr,,,111.1 I'lle roup
f

Y
.

subjects completed All evaluation measures and receiv, ;ning following com-

1111
opleti)n of the studAj. All, subjects were eval ed approximate_ one week (post-

.*

t'e, and seven weeks (follow-up) following completion of their training program.

)

Measures
)

All evaluation measures were completed independently by subjects at post



and follow-up assessment sessions. The MAQ was also completed prior to
rri

training.

Marital Adjustment Questionnaire (MAQ). The MAQ represents a "traditional"

measure of marital satisfaction and thus allows for cross-study comparisons.

In the present study, tha,MAQwas slightly modified to include cohabitating
.

.

couples,n6t legally married, e.g. "tharriage" was. changed to "relationship."

Areas-of-Change Questionnaire (A-C). The-A-C, has been used by the Oregon ti

group. (e.g.' Weiss, et el., 1973) as a global marital satisfaction measure. '

Scores on the A-C are based on ratings of desired.,frequency of spouse

performancet6 thirty-four specific activities as well as the predicted

frequency of spouse's ratings for the subject. Norms' for fifty distressed

and fiftY. non-distressed couples have recently been reported by Birchler &

Webb-(1975).- Mean conflict scores were 28.0 for the distressed couples

and 6.9 for the hpn-distressed group.

MaritaLCommunication Inventory (MCI The MCI is a forty -six 'item

PirVentory designed to measure various communication processes such as a

couple's ability to expresfe'themselves and their style of expression (Bienvenu,

1970). As a measure ol post intervention change, the MCI has shown increases

in studs of the. CCP (Larsen,,1974)and the. CSW (Witkin & Rose, 1978).

Modifications to account for nip-married, cohabitating couples vere also made

the MCI.

Marital Interaction Coding System The MICS is a.patformance

measure of couple interaction. Twenty-nine behaviorally specific codes

are sequentially recorded from videotape by two trained cod r (see Weiss &

Margolin,1975 for a more detailed description). For study; the codes,

were colfapsed into five a priori determined summary categories: positive

1, !
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verbal (e.g. complement) 'positive nonverbal (e.g. laugh),.neiativa verbal

-5-

(e.g. criticism), negatilie nonverbal (e.g. ignore), and problem solving

(e.g. positive solution). A subject's: score on the individual MICS codes'

was expressed as a proportion of the frequency-of all cedes for that person
.

for thi-Particglar dIsaissiOn.

!ICS'. codes were applied to two ten minute ,videotaped diecUssions by wit

couple at posttest-and follow-up. The.first discussion was on a 'neutral",t,
. topic (e.g. "physical activities") and' helped to acclimate couples to the

g ..-

discussion rom and videotape equipment. Discussion two' was based on the

',attempted resolutiop of an actual relationship conflict (determined earlier
.

by response to a "conflict checklist") and was of primatrinterest to the

evaluation.
2

/ All disCussions were coded by two expefienced seders from:the Oregon

Research Institute. Coders were blind to the research hyilOtheses and

_land-conditions; -Interrater agreement was maintained at orabove theminimal
.

... 4.

level of 70% recommended by tfie Oregon group (R.= 80:11; SD = 4.91). '',i-'

J-
Discussion Evaluation.' As a cheek on the validity of theMICS data, couples

s .
..

independently'completed A brief (five-question)
4

qUestiOnnaire immediate' .

4

following each discussion. The first four questions asked fdi evaluation of

. .

of the discussion e.g. satisfaction. Question five requested subjects to

rate the discussion in relation to the setting i.e. compared to the same °-

discussidh at-home. esponses to this queition presumably indicated sub- ..
. !he/ 1

jects' perceptions of the.repreSentativeness o,f Afii,interaction.

..Procedure r

LSubjects -in both programs were trained in groups of three to five

couples. A ma e.and female 6)-leade.r. 16d each group. In the CCP condition
'A

all readers were,certifi.ed-O.CP instructors. 3
Croup leaders in the CSW

. .were Wasters degree social workers or social work graduate students at thes
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e-- t.
University of Wisconetin. Two of the ,group leaders had received appr imatel

fifte hours of training )from the author phis related reaing.i. The her

leaders ere trained by the boVe two "senior" instructors. Table.2

summarizes the demographic characteristics and experience_af the group

leader in; each condition.

Table 2 here

,

As~ is evident from Anspecti
A
og of Table 2, OP leaders were elder, had more

,
years of edncationand significantly more experience than CSW group leaders.

In additiOn, all the CCP co=leaders had previously led.groups together,

whereas only doe pair of CCP leaders had prior experience in.cntm0n.

Self-qReport iMeasures

RESULTS-
.j so

Results for the three self-report measures:at the posttest and follow-
.

up assessments are summarized4n Table 3. 4

Table 3 here

ti

Posttest, ,Scgres (Table 3) reVealed only one significant difference between

condttions. Analysis, -of- covariance followed,Lby:post hoc comparisons.iScheffe)

.revealed a significandifference between the CSW and Control conditians on

. the Marital Communication Intrentory;,Ll other inalyses we e non-significant.

riics

IFollow-up differences on all self-report measUrel/were non-significant.

1
-!

Multivariate analyses-of-variandOwith ).retrainivg MAQ scores as a
-

, \ $s,
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covariate) were performed on tfe five MICS summary categories.
4
Posttest

1

. \

MANOVA was not signiffcant .( (.07) however, three univariate ANOVAs
a ,

.

:

cont'r'ibuting to the oVerall multivariate 7 were significsnt. These results,

'1 _ .

summa0.zed in Table.4 revealed significant dffferences for the'sumn!ary cate-
.

.

..
.) .

. .
,

.

goriea of nonverbal posifive, verbal negative and nonverbal negative-messages.

Tafile 4 here

% Follow-up MICS scores (Table 5) revealed an overall multivariate F
I". A

L.

of 3.23 (df 10,92;. p< .001).
!I

/

,,- i
...

Univariate F-ratios contributing to the overall F had a similar'pattern of

posttest results except that the nonverbal negative category was no Monger
-.

4.
r

significant (p.06).
.P,

A more detailed account of the above differences can be obtained from an
-b.

examination.of thepairWi.se differences between conditions as shorn in

Table 5 here

Table 6.

Table 6 here

This analysis showed significant performance differences between the CCP and

control group couples bn nonverbal positive, verbal megatiye, and nonverbal,

negative categories at posttest,. and maintenance of these differences'. for

the first two categorie# at follow-up. CSW couples differed significantly

from control couples on the verbal negative category,,,at follow up
.

assessment.'

Differences between'the two t/ fining conditions revealed that CCP

coupleli exchanged significantly greater poSitive nonverbal messages than CSW

a

4



I
. couplea at posttest and maintained:this d'ifferencit,.-'at follow -upf In

.

taddition, nonverbal negative messages were also significantly less frequent

for CCP couples relative to CSW'couples.
/ . 7-.).

DisCU s on Evaluation

Subjects in the CCP ratedtheir own'and partner's communicatioein the
V.0

.
, _

.
,

as more positive than CSW subjects. CCPposttest and follow-4p discdsaions

Couples also ,felt more overall satisfaction with their diseussigz.,Comparisons
'.:,

with communication prior tojraining revealed mixed results. CCP couples

-44perceived their posttest discusslon.Ias comparatively betrer than CSW ouple's,

while, opposite' ratings held for the follow-up. Finally, all couples tended to

bplieve their discussions wouldejbave been similar had they taken place at home.

a

a

-r
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DISCUSSION

I

Although the results of thip studyare nod unequivoca they do suggestl. ,

r- 4r
,1,_

that ,She Coles ComAUnieation Ptograi may be a viableAternativeto behav- 'fi.
.

iorally-oriented tomun ication training. _When attempting to resolve, relation -.' 1:.',
* ,

..

_
i

'ship conflicts, CP couples tended to exchange more positive'and less negative -.

nonverbal behaviors than CSW couples. Since nonverbal behaviors would seem

-I less susceptible to "faking" than verbal behaviors, this. finding' deserv4

serious attention._ Both the,CSN and CCP. training programs were auccessfui in
t .

decreasing verbal negative'messagearelitiv to...the nontrained.control group;

Interestingly, except for.Oe posttest MCI score of the CSW group,, the
.

self- report measures failed to significantly differentiate between tondfLionp. .

0.

Whether these results reflgct a-conventionality bias, lack of imProvementAn

global feelings of relationship satisfaction" or some other reason(s5 awaits

further investigation.
.

The differences between group leaders in the CSW enld CCP'groups'mustbe

considered when interpreting these results. CCP leaders were 'older, better

trained and had substantially more group leading' experience. Although an attempt

was made to monitor group Leaders' adherence to thei7 respective traininkmanl-

uals, other nonspecific factors associated with ieedership experience may have
A

been influential.

As

The results of this study also indicates-the need for further understanding

of the specific differences between training programs. .Ironically, it seems
. 6 .

poSsitle that "poor communication" between behavioral and non-behavioral inves-

tigators may have led to a perception of differences' that is more apparent (or

:semantic) than real. For example, CCP procedures to increase awareness might

be found an a behavioral training, program under the label of "cognitive restruc-
.

11
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,

' bet en the CSW, and CC? outcomes inaA be less substaltive ',more ralated.to

4 variables associated with. groikleadership'and.presentation-of learniag

--10- J A

t, qt.

Afisuming, even the partial validity of this notion, the' differences
-t: sA ;.. ,

m aterial ("marketing style").

Finally, it shoUld'be noted that the results reported in thiS paper are
, _ _J__. --Y ,

somewhat'prellmidary and therefore Await furtheF analysis..
...

"b14
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FOOTNOTES ,
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1
A11 couples met the above acceptance criteria. The sample w s reduced to
fifty our couples (n= 18),due to the failure of two control ouples to

if

\-atten the pretraining assessment, the early droupout from t e CSW by two
coupl s, and the "setting aside" of two randomly' selected co ales froni the
CCP condition to facilitate data interpretation.

2
Only results of the conflict resolution discussion are reported here.

Th

3
The CCP leader certification process consistA of participatio
group, assigned readings, participation with co-leader in a t
workshop, and leading three "intern" grdups with participant

4
Differences between pretraining Kores,on the MAQ (see Table
randomization was not successful "In equating subjects across
Although use of these prepcores as covariates may partially o
the possibility of differences on other variables cannot be

I

1

I 17

in a CCP
ree-day
eedback.

) suggests that
onditions.
fset this disparity,
led out.

0



Table 1
t

Demographic Characteristics of Sub4ects by CO141,Q125,...,

Variable CSW 1

c CCP Control

Male age 33.79(10.32) 33.90(8.03) 32.33(11.95)

Female age 30.79(9.90. 32.00(7.49) 27.56(10.17)

Male educations 16.47(2.01) 18'.05(2.50) 17.50(3.20)

Female 4ducation 15.52(1.84) 16.25(2.15) 15.67(1:41)

Length of marriage (years) 8.22(9.48) 7.34(7.32) 7.56(11.74),

Number of children, 1.05(1.35) 1.45(1.54) .72(1.01)

Note. Numbers in parenthesis equal standard deviation.

aDifference between CSW and CCP significant at 2L<.04

1



Table 2.

.Comparison of Deinographic V ,ariables

and Previous erience of CCP and.CSW Group Leaders
ro

CCPa
r

'13
-

CSW.

Age 2.83* 45.00 27.40

Education (years) 18.00 17.40

Previous GroUps Led' 9.11** 39.75 12.40

Previdui; Communichtion.troupsLed -3.89* 8.50 1.20

an (three eaders trained two groups)

vr

r



Table 3

Univariate F Ratios andAdjubted Means for Self-report Measures

-16-
e**

Index CSW CCP Control

Posttesi

A-C

mmb

MCI

A-C

MAQ

MCI

A

.19

.84.

3.'38*

11.52 '

109:30 I

98.70

Follow-u

12.84

111:10-

96.07

11.81
r

108.30

90.42

.91

1.49' 98.16

11.78

f09.68

95.91

11.63

107.99

91.33

Note. 'MAQ pretraining scores used as covariat,e

bpretraining
means

*p< .05

tn.

v.

(unadjusted) were CSW: 101.02; CCP: 107.43; CONTR(

ti

4

1

10. 00.



Table4

Univariate F Ratios and Adjusted Means

or MICS Summary CategorietLat Posttest , _

Variable , Fa, psw CCP 4,,

Verbal Positive' 4.99' .36 a37.

.,

Nonverbal Positive f 6.954e** 1.14 1.35
, *

Verbal Negative 4.58** .83 - .65
.-

.-

Nonverbal Negative' 3.20* .37 .25

ProbleSolving 1.61 .78 .74

Note. Arcsine tra ormations customary feir

comn- on of F- ratios

adegrLes,of freedom = 2,50

*p < .05

**p C.025

***p <

Control.

.30

11.02

.94

.49

.66

s.ied In



Table 5

-18-

Univariate I iatios and Adjusted Means

for MICS Summary Categories at Follow-up

o
0,

Variable X CSW / CCP Control
,

#erbal Positive -.40 .35 .38 .39
,

Nonverbal Positive 11,13** .9'8. 1.29 .98

Verbal Negative 5.91* * .78 .67 -.93

Nonverbal Negative 2.98 ."5 .29 .46

Problem Solving .75 .ii .60

Note. .Aresine tranformat customary for proportional data use in

computation of F-ratios

adegrees of freedom = 2,50

* <P .01
It!

**P < . 001
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Table 6

PairWSse -Comparisoilof Post and Fallow -up MICS

Summary CategOtles

Variable

Fa

CSWIrs CCP CSW vs Control CCP vs Control

Pdstteqt

Nonverbal Positive 5.34* 1.70 13.51***

Verbal Negative 3.3 1.25 8.95***

Nonverbal Negative 1.43 1.65, 6.39**

-

Folloli-up

Nonverbal Obsitive 13.13*** .50 19.23***

Verbal ,Negative .43
*'

6.47** 10.75***

Nonverbal Negatiye 5.45* .36 1.05

Note. Comparisons coputed only for previously significant F-ratios

adegrees of freedom - 1,50

*p < .025

**p < .01

* * *p <.001

I


