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ABSTRACT.

Family practitioners come from many walks of life and may include students, provided they are
sufficiently prepared or supported through hands-on learning experiences. In this study, we report the
outcomes of community different-sex couples who participated in a free, six-week, student-facilitated
Marriage Enrichment Workshop between 2015 and 2018, offered over distance via Interactive Video
Conferencing. Data from n = 39 individuals (25 couples) indicated positive change during workshop
participation regarding negative interaction, commitment, and sexual and emotional intimacy. At six
months post-workshop, only change in negative interaction retained significance. No significant results
were reported for overall marital satisfaction, and no effects of booster sessions were detected. This
workshop showed slight positive gains for couples, a favorable outcome for an experience with dual
goals of providing student practice and strengthening couple relationships in the community.
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Assessing Couples Outcomes in a Student-Facilitated Marriage Enrichment Workshop

Intimate romantic relationships, particularly marriage, hold special significance in American life
(Cherlin, 2004). Maintaining these relationships is not easy, but accessible education programs may give
families the tools to build their strengths and sustain relationship health. Family life education (FLE)
was born of this mission to aid families in preventative and maintenance care from a strengths-based
perspective (National Council on Family Relations, 2021). Getting this groundwork into communities is
not always straightforward. In the current study, we used two novel delivery methods — interactive video
conferencing (IVC) and student-led workshops — to present a free marriage enrichment workshop to
community different-sex couples in a rural city in the Intermountain West. The student experience of this
workshop has been evaluated elsewhere (Law et al., 2017; Law et al., 2018), so in this study, the
experience of the community couples is detailed. We assessed couples before, immediately after, and six
months after the workshop experience on scales including relationship satisfaction, commitment,
negative interaction, emotional intimacy, and sexual intimacy. Additionally, due to support for booster
sessions in prior work in this area (Markman & Rhoades, 2012), we compared two years of the
workshop in which once-a-month booster sessions were offered for the six months following the
workshop to two years when they were not.

Family Life Education

FLE is a preventative relationship care approach that often occurs in social settings such as
workshops and groups through a psychoeducational framework. A significant difference between FLE
and marriage and family therapy is that FLE provides couples with the tools and resources to prevent
distress within their relationship rather than serving as a treatment for entrenched struggles (Darling et
al., 2017). Moreover, FLE also allows couples to meet in a social environment and begin to enhance
their skills in communication, conflict resolution, commitment, expectations, and adaptive behaviors
(Carlson et al., 2014). FLE can be beneficial for couples of any race, sex, or ethnicity, and
couple-specific FLE is sometimes known as Couple Enrichment/Education or Marriage Enrichment.
FLE allows for professional educators (and student educators) to work with couples to improve specific
aspects of their relationship (Darling et al., 2017). Having FLE focus on a more preventative and
lower-intervention level of care than therapy can free up therapists to focus on more targeted care.
Additionally, having accessible FLE programming can help de-stigmatize help-seeking by inviting
couples into a lower-pressure group setting instead of individual or couple therapy. Indeed, evidence
suggests more couples receive some kind of relationship education than relationship therapy (Markman
& Rhoades, 2012). During this study we created an environment to encourage learning, development,
and collaboration between couples. The couples could then implement the educational material into their
relationships and develop healthier relationships with one another. In the current study, we used a
combination of in-person and virtual education and facilitation. The use of virtual communication
technologies can extend the course to more participants.

Outcomes of FLE in Prior Studies

Numerous studies have been published with the goal of evaluating relationship education. One of
these was Hawkins et al. (2008), which included 117 studies on Marriage and Relationship Education
(MRE). They noted that much of the research done until then lacked ethnically diverse data but saw that
MRE had a generally positive effect, though the effectiveness of MRE up until that point was measured
based on communication skills rather than actual relationship quality (Hawkins et al., 2008). More
recently, Arnold and Beelmann (2019) published a meta-analysis of 16 research reports pulled from 48
different studies. In this sample, which was more diverse than that of Hawkins and colleagues, Arnold
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and Beelmann saw an overall positive effect, albeit small. Participants rated 5% better scores overall
compared to the control group regarding marital satisfaction and happiness (Arnold & Beelmann, 2019).
However, that rating varied greatly depending on the participants’ characteristics and involvement in the
program, with a more significant effect size with greater participation. Moreover, older, more educated,
and/or more economically advantaged couples were also shown to have a greater positive effect size
(Arnold & Beelmann, 2019).

Another area of note in MRE is the effect of booster sessions. Booster sessions refer to continued
education sessions after the MRE has run its scheduled course. There has been research showing that
booster sessions may also affect MREs’ outcomes; at the very least, more long-term follow-up and
perhaps continued contact with couples should be considered in MRE work (Markman & Rhoades,
2012). Couples may need reminders of what they have learned to fully apply what was covered in their
MRE. These booster sessions could be a powerful tool in helping people create healthy long-term habits
rather than short-term changes.

Telecommunication and FLE

The defining medium used by the workshop described in this study is Interactive Video
Conferencing (IVC), a method of "broadcasting" educational experiences across distances. Similar to the
increasingly popular medium of Telehealth, IVC is a form of telecommunication. Both IVC and
telehealth are particularly useful in providing services to geographically isolated or rural areas.
Telehealth is useful for accessing care from remote areas or when a physical visit is infeasible or
impractical (Health Resources and Services Administration, n.d.). Telehealth is more commonly used for
reactive medical measures like doctor visits or therapy sessions; IVC provides preventative aid in a
classroom-like setting. It should be recognized that there is a significant boundary between FLE,
healthcare, and other forms of therapy and treatment (Myers-Walls et al., 2011), thus the workshop in
the current study did not use a true Telehealth platform. Rather, the workshop adhered to traditional FLE
as a group-based psychoeducational program (Markman & Rhoades, 2012) but took the unique route of
blending both IVC and in-person instruction and interaction. The IVC system used by this program is
still a form of telecommunication and has a parallel in both benefits and challenges. As research has
been more widely studied regarding Telehealth, the examples presented will be primarily Telehealth
focused; however, they apply to the current project and IVC as well.

The development of telecommunication and its improvement to medical and mental aid can open
services to a greater population. The IVC setting can make FLE more accessible to the average person
(Springer et al., 2020). Though different from FLE programs, similar technology and telecommunication
benefits were found with nurses in dialysis care for kidney failure patients; the support of "The
HHD-RMS (My Home Hemo app)" allowed for nurses to cover large geographical areas and provide
more consistent support and care to a more significant number of patients (Nicdao et al., 2017, p. 47).
The same geographical benefits found in the study can be found when using IVC. In addition to the
geographical benefits, individuals can take advantage of telecommunication benefits due to increased
internet accessibility due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Despite the confusion that comes with a global
pandemic and the changes implemented to in-person interaction, the need for marriage education does
not halt. Although the workshop evaluated in the current study concluded before the pandemic's start,
the results can be helpful in understanding how to deliver FLE content to broader audiences through
IVC.

As an example of technology in FLE, an experimental study was performed on three couples in
the Philippines, with the goal of creating an “online ME curriculum” that could “offer an effective,
flexible-delivery ME format when a traditional or blended format is unattainable” (Chalmers, 2019, p.
164). This online program (Four Gifts of Love Class) was offered over two months during a
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governmental lockdown due to COVID-19, and consisted of seven lessons which took couples a few
hours each week to complete. In addition, there was a personalized check-in of about 15 minutes weekly
(Chalmers, 2019). As the research progressed, including the check-ins, the evidence suggests that the
program successfully supported couples during the high-stress lockdown, overall improving marital
satisfaction (Chalmers, 2019). This study demonstrates that such educational programs through
technology-enhanced settings are both possible and practical, an excellent option to consider.

As discussed above, FLE has been shown to have positive outcomes in various couples.
However, FLE education for rural or low-income couples is not always practical due to geographic
accessibility (Neff & Karney, 2017). With telecommunication technology, these couples could receive
the same benefits. The current project examines how this distance communication medium works with
rural couples.

Students Offering FLE

The other unique characteristic of the current study is the level of educators: all lessons were
offered by undergraduate students in an upper-level Family Life Education Methods course. Adult
college students benefit from hands-on learning experiences (Pappas, 2013), which is why this
workshop's dual purpose was to provide relationship enrichment and give senior-level college students a
mentored and guided opportunity to apply their FLE skills to a real experience. The results of this
experience for students are reported in another paper (Law et al., 2018). From the side of the participants
who attended this workshop, student facilitators bring the benefit of lower-cost or even (as was the case
in the reported workshop) free services for the community. Thus, this program delivers the dual benefits
of providing educational services and giving students practical experiences. Using students to present
FLE is not a new idea, though it is rare. Under proper supervision, high-level students have been found
to effectively provide parenting programming while using an evidence-based approach (Law et al.,
2015), and at least one university maintains a student-facilitated ongoing FLE program (Stronger
Families Project, n.d.).

Boosters for FLE

Some prior work in FLE has called for booster sessions (Ooms & Wilson, 2004; Scott et al.,
2013), and evidence has been given for their usefulness in encouraging couples who receive such
services to retain positive gains (Braukhaus et al., 2003). The activities counted as “boosters” may vary
widely, from giving participants materials to take home and email or text reminders (Nichols et al.,
2018) to additional meetings after the initial program ends (Scott et al., 2013). In the current study, we
offered once-a-month discussion meetings to the final two cohorts of this study. Although limited data
was collected on the booster sessions, curtailing our ability to explore their effectiveness in detail, one
purpose of this current study was to detail initial data comparing booster cohorts with those who had not
received such an opportunity.

Current Study

FLE is an opportunity to provide preventative support to relationships through psychoeducation
and social support. Utilizing novel methodologies such as IVC and student educators may allow for
broader reach of FLE and related care. In this study, we assess the outcomes of a Marriage Enrichment
Workshop (MEW) offered by upper-level student educators over an IVC system under the supervision of
a professional educator and therapist.

Method

This was an exploratory design: a one-group pre-post analysis of change over time in the
participants of the workshop. Because of the relatively small sample and challenge in recruiting and
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maintaining a control group in this setting, this pre-experimental design was appropriate (DeCarlo,
2018). Because there was not a control group, results should not be interpreted as causal.

In this section, we will first describe the structure and setup of the workshop, including facilitator
training and curriculum design, and then discuss data collection and measurement details. Additional
details of the workshop structure and student involvement can be found in companion manuscripts (Law
etal., 2017; Law et al., 2018) for those interested in additional description and student and research
assistant involvement in the work. Description of Workshop and Interactive Videoconferencing

This workshop was held in the spring semesters of 2015-2018 as part of a course offered by an
intermountain land-grant university to students in the family science undergraduate major. The student
facilitators in this course were enrolled at campuses and learning centers across the state. In contrast, the
professor, undergraduate research assistants, and participating couples were all located at a statewide
campus spread across two counties. One of the counties held a population of about 32,600, with 47%
residing in a rural area, and the other county, smaller at 18,600, was 68% rural (U.S. Census Bureau,
2010 Census). Couples could reside anywhere within these counties. Although most lived near the
campus, a few participants lived as many as 40-50 miles away.

The course and workshop were both offered using IVC. Through IVC, participants can hear, see,
and share information in real-time. For the workshop, couples were all located in one room with the
professor of the course, undergraduate research assistants, and any student facilitators enrolled at that
local campus. The rest of the student facilitators were located at other sites, and their images were
projected onto a large screen in the workshop room. Couples and facilitators interacted using
microphones and cameras situated throughout the room.

Student Facilitator Preparation

The workshop was presented and facilitated by advanced undergraduate students majoring in
family science enrolled in a semester-long, senior-level course meant to teach students appropriate FLE
methods. The course was regularly offered using the IVC format, and the first nine weeks of the course
functioned as a routine class: the students were assigned readings, activities, and role plays to help them
learn methods of education and facilitation. These weeks of training led to teams of two to four students
presenting their assigned workshop session to the participating couples during the last six weeks of the
semester. More detail about the students’ experiences of the workshop can be found in a companion
manuscript (Law et al., 2018).

Couple Recruitment, Screening, and Participation

Couples were recruited to the free workshop via newspaper ads, radio ads, flyers, social media,
and word of mouth. Interested individuals were directed to an online screening survey. The screening
included questions assessing characteristics required for participation in the workshop (married or
cohabiting and at least age 18), contact information, and the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS;
Busby et al., 1995). Individual’s scores on the RDAS were used to indicate distressed marriages. In
2015, we used a cutoff score of 31 to screen out couples considered too distressed for the workshop
(Myers-Walls et al., 2011). In the following years the score was used to assess a couple’s potential fit
with the workshop but was not a hard cutoff in itself. Those in relationships where either member of the
couple scored as “distressed” were contacted by the professor of the course (a Licensed Marriage and
Family Therapist) to determine if they would be appropriately served by this workshop or by another
resource. Only the most distressed (for instance, those who were currently separated or who had a recent
history of intimate partner violence), who were likely to be better served with more intensive family
therapy (Myers-Walls et al., 2011), were excluded from this workshop and referred to other providers for
therapy. Couples that completed the screening and fit the workshop criteria were contacted by the
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research assistants and informed that they would each receive an email with a personal link to the
pre-assessment. The couples were instructed to complete the assessments separately. Once both
members of the couple completed the pre-assessment they were invited to the workshop.

The workshop sessions were held on the same weeknight evening each week for six weeks
during the regularly-scheduled course time. The couples were invited to arrive 15 minutes before the
start of the workshop for a free meal. While the couples finished their meals the workshop started. With
the exception of the first session, the group who delivered the previous content was allotted 15 minutes
to speak with the couples about the homework the group members had assigned. Following this, the next
group would provide content to the couples for roughly 75 minutes, with activities and discussion
throughout the session. The professor and research assistants helped to facilitate group discussions when
appropriate. The students assigned the couples a new homework activity at the end of the session. The
research assistants administered an anonymous satisfaction survey to each participant after each
workshop session. Following the last session, the couples completed the post-workshop assessments,
were presented with a certificate of completion and a parting gift, and completed an interview about
their experience.

Workshop Curriculum

In a previous article (Law et al., 2017) we describe how the teaching philosophy of Learn, Apply,
Share was used to redesign this upper-division Family Life Education course. Several learning theories
influenced this philosophy and how the course was delivered to students and the community. Using Jean
Piaget's cognitive theory (Pappas, 2013), we describe how students' mental models of how families work
are constructed over time. In addition to Piaget's work, we draw from American educator Malcolm
Shepherd Knowles's (1984) focus on effective andragogy, the art, and science of adult learning. The
principles of adult learning formulated by Knowles are the foundation of experiential learning (Sullivan
& Rosin, 2008). Well-designed experiential learning activities move students from a theoretical model of
their understanding of families to one of application to themselves and others.

The curriculum of the workshop, which was aimed towards the community members, was based
on the following books: The Seven Principles for Making Marriage Work (Gottman & Silver, 1999), His
Needs, Her Needs: Building an Affair-Proof Marriage (Harley, 2011), and Love, Limits, and Latitude: A
Thousand Small Moments of Parenting (Wells et al., 2007). The workshop's first session focused on
increasing emotional intimacy in couples as they rekindled positive memories and explored their fears,
dreams, and aspirations. In session one, couples also focused on specific behaviors that nurture fondness
and admiration for each other. Session two focused on ways to increase affection and sexual intimacy.
Each partner shared how their needs for affection and sexual intimacy compared to other needs. Couples
were given assignments to continue to explore these needs outside of the classroom and to implement a
self-chosen plan to meet these needs. Session three focused on reducing negative communication
patterns such as criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and stonewalling. Couples learned and practiced
positive communication skills using assertive self-disclosure and attentive listening skills. Session four
was designed to help couples work through solvable problems using the basic problem-solving skills
learned in session three coupled with conflict resolution skills. Also in session four, couples learned that
all relationships have unsolvable problems and that by dealing with these unsolvable problems openly
and honestly, the tension surrounding the unsolvable problems can dissipate to a more manageable level.
Session five helped couples understand the importance of, and ways to have, egalitarian marriages. It
also provided an in-depth focus on using learned communication patterns to increase emotional
intimacy. Additionally, session five focused on happy couples' daily behaviors that help their marriages
stay vibrant. The workshop ended with session six, designed to deepen the shared meaning of each
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couples’ life together. This last session aimed to help couples identify personal and couple goals and
dreams and discussed how couples could support these ambitions individually and together.

In the last two years of the workshop, once-a-month booster sessions were offered for the six
months following workshop completion. Unlike the workshop sessions, which were very structured and
had a planned curriculum, the booster sessions were process-oriented. Couples who attended the booster
sessions were asked questions about their relationships, what was going well, and what challenges they
continued to have. The facilitators of the booster sessions drew from the workshop curriculum to address
continued challenges. Thus, new content was not introduced in the booster session, but previous content
was applied to the current identified challenges. Also in the booster sessions, meals were not provided,
unlike the workshop sessions.

Attrition and Analytic Sample

Of the seven couples who completed the screening in 2015, all were sufficiently low-distress to
be included and completed the workshop. In 2016, one couple who was deemed eligible after the
screening declined to participate in the workshop, and one couple was determined to be too distressed
and was referred to other resources. One couple dropped out part-way through the workshop, leaving
eight couples in the cohort. In 2017, three eligible couples declined to participate, one couple was
screened out, and one couple dropped out, leaving six couples in the 2017 cohort. In 2018, one couple
dropped out, leaving seven eligible couples who completed the workshop. In all, 28 couples completed
the workshop over the years considered here. In this study, we report data on 39 individuals who
completed all waves of measurement (screening, pre, post, and follow-up). These 39 individuals still
represent at least one partner in 25 couples. Because not all couples had both members complete all data
collection occasions, we chose to analyze these data as individuals rather than dyads, correcting for
interdependence where possible (see analysis plan for details).

Measuring Outcomes

Once the couples were determined to be a good fit for the workshop, both members were sent
individual links to the online pre-workshop assessment, which included the measures described below
and a demographic questionnaire. Both partners were required to complete this before the workshop's
first session. Immediately following the last session, the couples were invited to complete a
post-workshop assessment identical to the pre-workshop assessment, minus demographic questions. To
encourage timely responses, couples were given the opportunity to complete the assessment on laptops
at the workshop site before leaving the final session, and most did. Approximately six months after the
last session of the workshop, each couple member was again emailed an individual invitation to a
follow-up assessment identical to the post-workshop assessment and encouraged to complete it in a
timely manner. Those who did not complete their assessments within a week of the email were
personally contacted by the research assistants and encouraged to complete the assessments. All
assessments were administered through Qualtrics.

For individuals missing data on less than half of the items of a measure, the mean score of the
other items was substituted. Respondents missing more than half of the items in a scale were removed
from the analyses of that measure (see 7 in tables). In the case of the measure of commitment, each
subscale was evaluated alone for mean substitution, then summed to produce the overall score reported
here.

Choice of Measured Outcomes

Table 1 shows the timing of each measure for each cohort. The 2015 cohort varied from the other
three cohorts, which were consistent with each other. Most studies of relationship education and
enrichment that have found positive effects have examined relationship satisfaction and communication
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skills as significant indicators of change (Hawkins et al., 2008; Markman & Rhoades, 2012). We also
measured them in our study. In 2015, respondents completed the 3-item Kansas Marital Satisfaction
scale (Schumm et al., 1986; "How satisfied are you with your relationship?” a. = .96, .93, and .93), but
we later decided to use the more comprehensive CSI to assess changes in satisfaction. In 2016 through
2018, the individuals completed the RDAS only at screening, and they completed the Couple
Satisfaction Index (CSI; Funk & Rogge, 2007; 32 items; “Please indicate the degree of happiness, all
things considered, of your relationship™) at each of the three assessment points (a. = .98, .98, and .95). To
assess communication, we asked the participants to complete the Negative Interaction Scale (Stanley et
al., 2002; 5 items; “Little arguments escalate into ugly fights with accusations, criticisms, name calling,
or bringing up past hurts”) at each assessment point in all years (a = .85, .83, and .84).

Table 1

Measures Used at Each Year and Assessment Point

Measure Name & Citation Referred to in Results 2015 2016-2018
Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale, Satisfaction Scr Scr
RDAS (Busby et al., 1995) (2015) Pre, Post, F/U

Couple Satisfaction Index, CSI Satisfaction - Pre, Post, F/U
(Funk & Rogge, 2007) (2016-2018)

Negative Interaction Scale Negative Interaction Pre, Post, F/U Pre, Post, F/U
(Stanley et al., 2002)

Commitment Inventory Scale Commitment Pre, Post, F/U Pre, Post, F/U

(Stanley & Markman, 1992)

Couples Pre-Counseling Inventory
Communication Assessment
Sexual Satisfaction

(Stuart & Jacobson, 1987)

Emotional Intimacy
Sexual Satisfaction

Pre, Post, F/U

Pre, Post, F/U*

Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale - Pre, Post, F/U -
(Schumm et al., 1986)

Harley’s Recreational - Pre, Post, F/U -
Companionship

(Harley, 2011)

Center for Epidemiological Studies - Pre, Post, F/U Pre, Post, F/U

Depression Scale
(Miller et al., 2008)

Note. Scr = Screening, Pre = Pre-workshop, Post = Post-workshop, F/U = 6-month Follow-up.

*Sexual Satisfaction not recorded in 2017 F/U

Marriage enrichment has the potential to address other important skills and attitudes as well. For
instance, Markman and Rhoades (2012) suggest that these programs should consider measuring other
protective relationship characteristics, including commitment to the relationship, friendship, and passion.
Thus, we assessed commitment in the relationship using five subscales of the Commitment Inventory
(Stanley & Markman, 1992), including Morality of Divorce, Social Support, Couple Identity,
Relationship Agenda, and Primacy of Relationship (6 items each, other than Primacy which had 9;
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example from Agenda, “I want this relationship to stay strong no matter what rough times we may
encounter’’). We assessed change in overall commitment by combining all times in one score (o = .75,
.61, and .69). In addition, we assessed a component of friendship using the Emotional
Intimacy/Friendship subscale of the Stuart Pre-Counseling Inventory (Stuart & Jacobson, 1987; 8 items;
“My partner listens attentively when I speak™) at each measurement point (o = .91, .92, and .92). For
passion, we assessed sexual satisfaction with the Sexual Satisfaction subscale of the Stuart
Pre-Counseling Inventory (Stuart & Jacobson, 1987; 12 items; “How satisfied are you with the way you
and your partner approach each of the aspects of your sexual interaction?... The way we decide to have
sex”’) at each point (a0 =.91, .94, and .82). Although we gave couples the entire subscale of 14 questions,
we assessed change in satisfaction using 12 questions; the additional 2 questions asked about satisfaction
with birth control method, but some individuals failed to answer one or both of these questions due to
various orientations towards contraception, thus we did not include these in the analyses to better focus
on a more general satisfaction with other aspects of the sexual relationship.

We removed or added assessments between 2015 and the other years to better fit study goals. For
instance, in 2015, individuals were asked additional questions regarding satisfaction with recreational
companionship, modeled after Harley (2011), but these questions were not retained in subsequent years.
In addition, in each cohort and assessment period we asked individuals to report on their depressive
symptoms using the 10-item form of the Centers for Epidemiological Studies — Depression scale (such
as used by Miller et al., 2008), but these data were determined to have suffered in quality due to an issue
with the survey software, thus we do not report results of these data. Finally, in 2017, there was a coding
error in the survey that precluded recording results of the Sexual Satisfaction data at the 6-month
follow-up.

Consideration of Human Subjects

All study procedures were approved by the university’s Internal Review Board and all study
personnel and student facilitators were trained in appropriate human subjects research practices and
certified through the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative..

Analytic Plan

All data preparation and analyses were conducted in Statal5. Once individual items were
reverse-coded as appropriate, scores on all assessments were summed (other than the CSI, of which the
mean was computed). We recognize the potential interdependence of our data both by couples and
cohort. However, given the small sample size and the lack of complete dyadic data for all couples, we
elected to analyze the cohorts and spouses together following the example of Owen and Rhoades (2012).

To first assess overall results from the workshop and examine change over time (a proxy
measure for participation in the workshop, given that there was not a control group), in Table 4, we
report the results of within-subjects, or repeated measures, analyses of variance (ANOVA). We report
Box’s conservative correction of the p-values to account for interdependence within data and n2
estimates of effect size of significant results (StataCorp, 2017). For variables with significant effects of
Wave identified in the ANOVA, post-hoc paired t-tests of pre- to post-workshop change and
pre-workshop to follow-up change are also reported, as well as effect sizes of each calculated as d =
t/sqrt(n). We assess the effect sizes according to recommendations by Cohen (1992) of .2 as small, .5 as
medium, and .8 or greater as large.

Our second goal was to assess the potential for six-month booster sessions to help couples
maintain changes over time, thus we conducted a mixed-ANOVA test for each variable that had been
measured at all four years, interacting the measure of time with an indicator of having received booster
sessions (booster = 1, years 2017 and 2018) or not (booster = 0, years 2015 and 2016). Results are
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reported in Table 5. These results were also corrected using Box’s conservative correction of p-value and
M2 scores are reported.

Power

We computed a post-hoc power analysis using G*Power 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007). With a
sample size of 39 and a = 0.05, the ANOVA analyses were sufficiently powered to detect small effect
sizes, with B > 0.90. The post-hoc t-test analyses were sufficiently powered to detect medium effect
sizes, at B > 0.80, other than for sexual satisfaction, which only achieved § > 0.60, suggesting that those
tests may have been underpowered to detect even medium effects. It should be noted that power
analyses were conducted assuming statistical independence of data; as described above, the
interdependence present in some observations was accounted for where possible.

Sample Description

Sample descriptives are shown in Table 2. Of the 39 individuals in our final sample, representing
25 couples, all were in different-sex relationships, and 95% were married (the remaining 2 individuals
who were cohabiting were partners). Individuals had been married for an average of 12 years (SD = 9.4),
ranging from 2 to 31, with 1 individual missing. The cohabiting individuals (a couple) did not agree on
how long they had been living together, one reporting 1 year and the other reporting 2. Just under half of
individuals in the final sample identified as male (46%). Thirty-one individuals (79%) of the final
sample) had not been married before their current relationship. Of the married individuals, 28% had
cohabited with their spouse before marriage, with 1 respondent missing data on this question. In this
sample at the first measurement, 21 individuals (54%) were employed full-time, 6 individuals (15%)
were employed part-time, 6 individuals (15%) were full-time homemakers, and 5 individuals (13%)
were unemployed, retired, or disabled (1 individual refused to respond). In our sample, 36 individuals
identified as White (92%), 1 as Native American (3%), 2 as Hispanic (5%), and 1 as African American
(3%), with 1 refusing to respond. Note that individuals may have identified as more than one racial
category, thus percentages do not sum to 100%. In this sample, 3 individuals (8%) had not graduated
high school, 9 individuals (23%) had a high school diploma or equivalent, 3 had trade or vocational
training (8%), 7 had attended but not graduated from college (18%), and the remaining 21% had an
associate degree or higher college education; 9 individuals were missing educational attainment. The
mean age of the sample was 36 years (SD = 14.5), ranging from 19 to 80 (8 individuals did not report
their age). In terms of income, 3 respondents (8%) reported annual household incomes of $25,000 or
less, 14 (36%) reported incomes of $25,001 to $50,000, and 7 individuals (18%) reported incomes of
either $50,001-$75,000; $75,001 to $100,000; or above $100,000 (1 individual refused). Ninety-two
percent of the sample (36 individuals) had children living with them at least part time, with 26% of the
sample (10 individuals) reporting having children who did not live in their home.
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Table 2
Sample Demographics
Variable %/Mean SD Missing (%)
Relationship Status
Married 94.87
Cohabiting 5.13
Gender
Male 46.15
Female 53.85
Marriage Length (range 2-31) 12.33 942 2.70
Cohabitation Length (range 1-2) 1.5 0.71
Prior Marriage
No Prior Marriage 79.49
One Prior Marriage 17.95
More than one prior 2.56
marriage
Premarital Cohabitation 28.21 2.56
Employment 2.56
Full-time 53.85
Part-time 15.38
Homemaker 15.38
Unemployed 7.69
Retired 2.56
Disabled 2.56
Race (may select more than one) 2.56
White 92.31
Native American 2.56
Hispanic 5.13
African American 2.56
Education 23.08
Less than High School 7.69
High school or GED 23.08
Trade or Vocational 7.69
School
Some College 17.95
Associates 12.82
Bachelors 5.13
Masters or Higher 2.56
Age (range 19-80) 35.61 14.50 17.95
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Variable %/Mean SD Missing (%)
Income 2.56
$25,000 or less 7.69
$25,001 to $50,000 35.90
$50,001 to $75,000 17.95
$75,001 to $100,000 17.95
More than $100,000 17.95
Children
Children at home 92.31
Children outside the home 25.64
Note. n =39
Results
Workshop Results

ANOVA model results are shown in Table 3, and the descriptive statistics of variables used in
these models are shown in Table 4. The ANOVA model for Satisfaction in 2015 (measured by the
Kansas Marital Satisfaction Questionnaire) was not significant (p > 0.05). The non-statistically
significant p-value suggests there is no significant effect of time, as a proxy for program participation,
on satisfaction as measured in 2015. The 2016-2018 Satisfaction (measured with the Couple Satisfaction
Index) model was also not significant (p > 0.05).

Table 3
ANOVA Model Results
Scale ANOVA Pre vs. Post Pre vs. F/U

F P " t p d t P d

(adjusted) (Model)

Satisfaction (2015) 279  0.1276  0.72 - - - - - -
Satisfaction (2016 -2018) 3.67 0.0667  0.80 - - - - - -
Negative Interaction 6.99 0.0120 0.74 3.40 0.0017 0.57 259 0.0139 0.44
Commitment 489 0.0333 0.80 254 0.0157 042 1.86 0.0707 0.31
Emotional Intimacy 7.30 0.0103 0.78 3.64 0.0008 0.59 1.78 0.0831 0.29
Sexual Satisfaction 4.64 0.0396 074 3.05 0.0059 0.64 151 0.1444 0.32
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Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Responses Used in ANOVA Tests (total n = 39)

Pre-Workshop Post-Workshop 6-Month Follow-up
n  Mean SD o n  Mean SD o n  Mean SD o
Kansas Marital 10 16.80 421 096 10 19.10 2.08 093 10 17.80 239 0.93

Satisfaction
Couple Satisfaction 25 121.22 33.52 098 25 132.00 28.67 0.98 25 128.84 23.46 0.95
Index

Negative Interaction 35 949 297 085 35 791 255 083 35 846 282 0.84
Total Commitment 37 185.23 17.40 0.75 37 190.89 13.75 0.61 37 189.10 13.87 0.69
Emotional Intimacy 38 30.63 6.28 091 38 33.74 5.77 092 38 32.05 6.33 0.92

Sexual Satisfaction 23 38.64 10.89 091 23 45.13 10.67 094 23 4196 9.04 0.82

Negative interaction, as a proxy for communication, was tested through a similar model. The
ANOVA model was significant overall, F(2,39) = 6.99, p < 0.05, n? = 0.74, leading to post-hoc t-tests.
Between Pre-Workshop (M = 9.49, SD = 2.97) and immediately Post-Workshop (M = 7.91, SD = 2.55),
negative interaction scores decreased, t(34) = 3.40, p <0.01, d = 0.57. This statistically and practically
significant (based on the effect size estimate) difference suggests a decrease in negative interactions
between the start and end of the workshop for the average couple. Comparisons between Times 1 and 3,
Pre-Workshop (M =9.49, SD = 2.97) and at the 6-Month Follow-Up (M = 8.46, SD = 2.82), suggest
these changes were maintained, t(34) = 2.59, p < 0.05, d = 0.44, a significant and meaningful difference
even six months later.

Turning to commitment, measured as total commitment on the Commitment Inventory, the
ANOVA model was significant, F(2,38) = 4.89, p < 0.05, n* = 0.80, suggesting that commitment varied
significantly over time. Post-hoc t-tests allowed us to explore this result further. Compared to
Pre-Workshop (M = 185.23, SD = 17.40), total commitment was higher at the immediate Post-Workshop
measure (M = 190.89, SD = 13.75), t(36) = 2.54, p < 0.05, d = 0.42. However, this difference was not
necessarily maintained on average. Compared to Pre-Workshop (M = 185.23, SD = 17.40), scores were
similar at the 6-Month Follow-up (M = 189.10, SD = 13.87), indicating that the results were not
maintained (p > 0.05).

The emotional intimacy ANOVA model was significant, F(2,38) = 7.30, p < 0.05, n* = 0.78; it
can be inferred that emotional intimacy varied for couples throughout the time measured. On the
emotional intimacy scale, scores Pre-Workshop (M = 30.63, SD = 6.28) increased immediately
Post-Workshop (M = 33.74, SD = 5.77), t(37) = 3.64, p < 0.001, d = 0.59. Between the Pre-Workshop
(M =30.63, SD = 6.28) and 6-Month Follow-Up (M = 32.05, SD = 6.33), differences were not
maintained (p > 0.05).
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The sexual satisfaction ANOVA model was significant, F(2,38) = 4.64, p < 0.05, n? = 9.74.
Comparing scores from Pre-Workshop (M = 38.64, SD = 10.89) to immediately Post-Workshop (M =
45.13, SD = 10.67) suggests a significantly increased sexual satisfaction, t(22) =3.05, p < 0.01,d =
0.64. However, differences between Pre-Workshop (M = 38.64, SD = 10.89) and 6-Month (M = 41.96,
SD = 9.04) were not significant (p > 0.05), though it should be noted that this test was potentially
underpowered due to a smaller sample size caused by missing data.

Overall, participation in the workshop seemed to benefit couples on various measures of
individual relationship facets immediately. However, six months out, only negative interaction appears
to have retained a statistically significant difference, although in all cases, follow-up mean scores were
higher (or lower in the case of negative interaction) than pre-workshop means.

Booster Sessions

A second goal of this study was to test booster sessions as a way to help couples maintain the effects of
workshop participation over time. We ran mixed ANOVA models testing time and time*booster status
for the three variables measured consistently across all years, with results shown in Table 5. In no case
was the booster interacted variable statistically significant (p > 0.05), suggesting that booster status did
not interact with time in this study and booster did not improve retention of positive effects.

Table 5
Booster Mixed ANOVA Models

Scale Wave Wave*Booster
F p (adjusted) F p (adjusted) n? (Model)
Negative Interaction 6.62 0.0145 0.07 0.7866 0.74
Commitment 4.39 0.0433 0.38 0.5419 0.80
Emotional Intimacy 7.04 0.0117 0.09 0.7695 0.78
Discussion

Family life education (FLE) has the potential to bolster relationships within a preventative and
strengths-based application (National Council on Family Relations, 2021). The current workshop, an
example of a novel implementation of FLE through both mode and instructors, suggests that FLE
delivery can be modified to positive, albeit modest, results. On the measured outcomes, community
couples participating in this free workshop experience reported significant increases in commitment,
emotional intimacy, and sexual satisfaction between the start and end of the workshop, with a significant
decrease in negative interactions. At six months post-workshop, however, only changes in negative
interaction had been maintained to a significant level. Although suggested in prior work to help maintain
positive changes from FLE (Markman & Rhoades, 2012), booster sessions did not have a measurable
effect in the current study.

Our results are encouraging and contribute broadly to the body of literature suggesting positive
outcomes from family life education and relationship education (Markman & Rhoades, 2012). A
limitation to much prior research in this area is the lack of long-term follow-up (Markman & Rhoades,
2012), thus the third measurement period of our study was a strength even as it suggested that positive
results of the workshop were not consistently maintained. Given the mixed results of other work and the
constant need for improving program offerings across modalities (Markman & Rhoades, 2012; Ooms &
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Wilson, 2004; Scott et al., 2013), the relative lack of long-term effects is disappointing but the fact that
this program was generally well-received and seems to have positive short-term possibilities is
heartening. It should also be noted that couple outcomes was only one motivator of the project, with the
other being providing an effective real-life experience for students, the results of which are described in
Law et al. (2018).

This study bridges the domains of family intervention in the form of Family Life Education and
classroom learning. There is growing interest in educational programming to aid families and couples in
building healthy, lasting relationships (Chalmers, 2019). This program was modestly effective for the
couples who participated, but that was not the only goal. Students also benefited from the opportunity to
develop skills in education in a semi-controlled environment, one more hands-on and real than the
traditional classroom, but still supportive and safe due to the instructor’s continued presence and
assistance (Law et al., 2018). Thus, this model of classroom and community FLE may be one that
instructors and providers (or those who serve dual roles) may be interested in implementing in other
locations. This model of students implementing this level of education in a hybrid setting is not currently
common; only one other program with a similar model (Stronger Families Project, n.d.) is known in the
state of this workshop (S. Ellsworth, personal communication, July 28, 2021), but this model could
grow.

Challenges of Distance Communication

Although distance communication technologies aim to emulate natural interactions through
real-time audio and visual data transmission, there are unique challenges to the medium. For example,
therapists considering Telehealth fear a lack of control over the situation if clients are in another location
(Springer et al., 2020). The leads of the current project anticipated these challenges and had the leading
professor and student assistants (separate from those presenting the material) in the same room as
participants (Law et al., 2017; Law et al., 2018).

Another challenge present in Telehealth, and potentially more so in group IVC settings, is
problematic group discussions. For example, not effectively allowing all couples to share, talking over
one another, or the discomfort at being the center of attention (Wrape & McGinn, 2019). Having all
participants in the same room helped alleviate this challenge in the current study. Other challenges that
were experienced by this program and are common to technology-based communications are issues of
audio and visual quality; in session-end surveys, participants sometimes noted these challenges as
disruptive to their experiences. However, as technology advances and internet connections are used for
more and more regular communication, these problems should be addressed in increasingly successful
ways.

Limitations of Study

Limitations of this study include the small homogeneous sample and the non-causal research
design. Findings from this mostly White, middle-class, different-sex, married sample may not generalize
to lower-income and otherwise disadvantaged or marginalized families; this is a common complaint of
FLE and relationship education research (Arnold & Beelmann, 2019). More work should be done to
extend results like these to diverse samples, as the results of those studies that have incorporated
additional contexts have been encouraging (Arnold & Beelmann, 2019). Because of the lack of control
group, this work should not be taken as causal evidence of the effect of this workshop; rather, the goal of
this study was to document data from the individuals and couples who experienced the workshop (a
necessary step in developing effective programming; Markman & Rhoades, 2012). Future work should
consider using control groups of some variety to isolate the effects of participation in workshops like
these.
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Additionally, limitations to implementing the booster sessions should be noted specifically.
Because these were an add-on to the program part-way through, there was not an evaluation put into
place for the experience of the sessions themselves; additionally, data on dosage (attendance) was not
collected, so we cannot test effects of certain levels of attendance or participation in booster sessions. As
such, the positive effects of boosters seen in some prior studies should not be discounted, and future
research should pay attention to characteristics of booster sessions and continued contact that make a
difference (Markman & Rhoades, 2012).

Conclusion

Family Life Education is a promising field of prevention and education; one that can be applied
in various contexts and through many modes. This study’s unique use of telecommunication in the form
of interactive video conferencing and student facilitators suggests a unique opportunity for family life
professionals and educators to consider when planning for both community engagement and high-impact
student learning. Although our results from couple outcomes suggest that initial program changes were
not maintained in most areas of interest, the workshop did appear to have an immediate effect on
couples and was at least successful in producing lasting decreases in negative interaction amongst
couples.

Acknowledgments:

We are grateful for support from Utah State University in the form of a 2015 Student Internship Grant, 2015
Academic & Instructional Services Grant — Excellence in Teaching & Learning Grant, and 2015 USU Extension
Grant, as well as Northeastern Counseling for a Community Initiative award. This material is based upon work
supported by the National Science Foundation Graduate Research Fellowship under Grant No. DGE-1343012.
Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the authors(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation.

Datasets from the current study are not publicly available but are available from the corresponding author on
reasonable request.

References

Arnold, L. S., & Beelmann, A. (2019). The effects of relationship education in low-income couples: A
meta-analysis of randomized-controlled evaluation studies. Family Relations, 68(1), 22-38.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12325

Busby, D. M., Christensen, C., Crane, D. R., & Larson, J. H. (1995). A revision of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
for use with distressed and nondistressed couples: Construct hierarchy and multidimensional scales.
Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 21(3), 289-308.
https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1752-0606.1995.tb00163.x

Braukhaus, C., Hahlweg, K., & Kroeger, C. (2003). The effects of adding booster sessions to a prevention training
program for committed couples. Behavioral and Cognitive Psychotherapy, 31(3), 325-336.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1352465803003072

Carlson, R. G., Barden, S. M., Daire, A. P., & Greene, J. (2014). Influence of relationship education on
relationship satisfaction for low-income couples. Journal of Counseling & Development, 92(4), 418-427.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2014.00168.x

Chalmers, J. H. (2019). What’s love got to do with it? Improving the effect of marriage education. Interpersona:
An International Journal on Personal Relationships, 13(2), 171-186.
https://doi.org/10.5964/ijpr.v13i2.361

Cherlin, A. J. (2004). The deinstitutionalization of American marriage. Journal of Marriage & Family, 66(4),
848-861. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.0022-2445.2004.00058.x

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155

http://doi.org/10.26536/XFOI14761
Family Science Review, Volume 27, Issue 3, 2023
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License


http://doi.org/10.26536/XFOI4761
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

COUPLES OUTCOMES IN STUDENT-FACILITATED WORKSHOP 17

Darling, C. A., Cassidy, D., & Rehm, M. (2017). Family life education: Translational family science in action.
Family Relations, 66(4), 741-752. https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12286

DeCarlo, M. (2018). Scientific inquiry in social work. PressBooks.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G¥Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis
program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39(2), 175-191.
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Funk, J. L., & Rogge, R. D. (2007). Testing the ruler with item response theory: Increasing precision of
measurement for relationship satisfaction with the Couples Satisfaction Index. Journal of Family
Psychology, 21(4), 572-583. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.572

Gottman, J., & Silver, N. (1999). The seven principles for making marriage work. Three Rivers Press.

Harley, W. F. (2011). His needs, her needs: Building an affair-proof marriage. Revell Books.

Hawkins, A. J., Blanchard, V. L., Baldwin, S. A., & Fawcett, E. B. (2008). Does marriage and relationship
education work? A meta-analytic study. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 76(5), 181-191.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15332691003694927

Knowles, M. (1984). Andragogy in action: Applying modern principles of adult learning. Jossey-Bass.

Law, D. D., Johnson, J. J., Berge, J. M., Brown, R. R, & Wells, M. G. (2015). Love, limits, and latitude: Multi-site
pilot study of a parent education program. Family Science Review, 20(1), 48-65.
https://doi.org/10.26536/fsr.2015.20.01.04

Law, D. D., Meyer, S., Fall, L., Arocho, R., & Labrum, K. (2017) “Learn, apply, share”: Combining student
learning and community engagement. Journal on Empowering Teaching Excellence: 1(2), 11-23.
https://doi.org/10.26077/zgq9-2j19

Law, D. D, Fall, L., Arocho, R., Meyer, S., & Ross, K. (2018). Redesigning a family life education methods
course using experiential learning and interactive videoconferencing. Marriage & Family Review, 22(2),
34-52. https://doi.org/10.26536/fsr.2018.22.02.03

Markman, H. J., & Rhoades, G. K. (2012). Relationship education research: Current status and future directions.
Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 38(1), 169-200.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1752-0606.2011.00247.x

Miller, W., Anton, H., & Townson, A. (2008). Measurement properties of the CESD scale among individuals with
spinal cord injury. Spinal Cord, 46(4), 287-292. https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.s¢.3102127

Myers-Walls, J. A., Ballard, S. M., Darling, C. A., & Myers-Bowman, K. S. (2011). Reconceptualizing the
domain boundaries of family life education. Family Relations, 60(4), 357-372.
https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1741-3729.2011.00659.x

National Council on Family Relations. (2021). What is Family Life Education?
https://www.ncfr.org/cfle-certification/what-family-life-education

Neft, L. A., & Karney, B. R. (2017). Acknowledging the elephant in the room: How stressful environmental
contexts shape relationship dynamics. Current Opinion in Psychology, 13, 107-110.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.05.013

Nicdao, M. A., Kim, J., Baldacchino, T., Youn Hyun Jung, Mikaheal, M., Patekar, A., & Sud, K. (2016). “My
Home Hemo” app -- a new telehealth tool for remote monitoring of patients on home haemodialysis.
Renal Society of Australasia Journal, 12(2), 41-47.

Nichols, A., Riffe, J., Kaczor, C., Cook, A., Crum, G., Hoover, A., Peck, T., & Smith, R. (2018). The Five Love
Languages Program: An exploratory investigation points to improvements in relationship functioning.
Journal of Human Sciences and Extension, 6(3), 3. https://doi.org/10.54718/VBDZ5406

Ooms, T., & Wilson, P. (2004). The challenges of offering relationship and marriage education to low-income
populations. Family Relations, 53(5), 440-447. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0197-6664.2004.00052.x

Owen, J., & Rhoades, G. K. (2012). Reducing interparental conflict among parents in contentious child custody
disputes: An initial investigation of the Working Together Program. Journal of Marital and Family
Therapy, 38(3), 542-555. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2010.00215.x

Pappas, C. (2013). The adult learning theory — Andragogy — of Malcom Knowles. Instructional Design.
https://elearningindustry.com/the-adult-learning-theory-andragogy-of-malcolm-knowles

http://doi.org/10.26536/XFOI14761
Family Science Review, Volume 27, Issue 3, 2023
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License


http://doi.org/10.26536/XFOI4761
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

COUPLES OUTCOMES IN STUDENT-FACILITATED WORKSHOP 18

Schumm, W. R., Paff-Bergen, L. A., Hatch, R. C., Obiorah, F. C., Copeland, J. M., Meens, L. D., & Bugaighis, M.
A. (1986). Concurrent and discriminant validity of the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 48(2), 381-387. https://doi.org/10.2307/352405

Scott, S. B., Rhoades, G., K., Stanley, S. M., Allen, E. S., & Markman, H. J. (2013). Reasons for divorce and
recollections of premarital intervention: Implications for improving relationship education. Couple and
Family Psychology: Research and Practice, 2(2), 131-145. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032025

Springer, P., Bischoff, R. J., Kohel, K., Taylor, N. C., & Farero, A. (2020). Collaborative care at a distance:
Student therapists’ experiences of learning and delivering relationally focused telemental health. Journal
of Marital & Family Therapy, 46(2), 201-217. https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12431

StataCorp. (2017). Stata Statistical Software: Release 15 [Computer software]. StataCorp LLC.
https://www.stata.com

Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (1992). Assessing commitment in personal relationships. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 54(3), 595-608. https://doi.org/10.2307/353245

Stanley, S. M., Markman, H. J., & Whitton, S. W. (2002). Communication, conflict, and commitment: Insights on
the foundations of relationship success from a national survey. Family Process, 41(4), 659-675.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2002.00659.x

Stronger Families Project. (n.d.). Stronger Families Project. https://www.uvu.edu/sfp/

Stuart, R. B., & Jacobson, B. (1987). Couple's Pre-counseling Inventory: Counselor's Guide; CPCI (Revised ed.).
Research Press.

Sullivan, W. M., & Rosin, M.S. (2008). A new agenda for higher education: Shaping a life of the mind for
practice (Vol. 14). John Wiley & Sons.

Heath Resources and Services Administration. (n.d.) What is telehealth?
https://telehealth.hhs.gov/patients/understanding-telehealth

U.S. Census Bureau. (2010 Census). County Rurality Level: 2010 [Vol. Summary File 1, Table P2]. U.S. Census
Bureau. https://www2.census.gov/geo/pdfs/reference/ua/County Rural Lookup v4.pdf

Wells, M. G., Law, D. D., & Johnson, J. E. (2007). Love, Limits, and Latitude: A Thousand Small Moments of
Parenting. BY U Press.

Wrape, E. R., & McGinn, M. M. (2019). Clinical and ethical considerations for delivering couple and family
therapy via telehealth. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 45(2), 296-308.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12319

http://doi.org/10.26536/XFOI14761
Family Science Review, Volume 27, Issue 3, 2023
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License


http://doi.org/10.26536/XFOI4761
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

